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PREFACE. 


SIXTEEN years ago, the author of these pages wrote a 
series of articles, which appeared in a religious periodi- 
cal, in answer to arguments contained in tracts and ser- 
mons zealously circulated in the place of his labor, 
teaching the annihilation of the wicked. These arti- 
cles, not probably so much on account of their ability, as 
their timeliness, were read with a good degree of inter- 
est, as is indicated by the fact that the author had at one 
time upon his table thirty-eight letters from as many 
ministers, both in and out of New England, requesting 
their publication in tract form. Accordingly they were 
put into that form, and given to the Tract Society at 
New York for publication. It being the only tract upon 
materialism issued by that publishing-house, from that 
period to the present, it has had a wide circulation ; and 
the writer has the satisfaction of knowing that not a few 
minds, troubled by the error it controverts, have been 
relieved. This, together with the earnest solicitation of 
brethren in the ministry whose opinions are worthy 
of regard, has induced him to write the work he now 


presents to the public. A large portion of the tract 
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named has been incorporated into the different sec- 
tions of this book; and, with modifications to suit this 
controversy, some twelve or fifteen pages of his work 
entitled ‘** Universalism not of the Bible” have been 
appropriated. 

The examination of so many texts of similar import 
_ has necessarily involved some repetition of thought and 
expression. ‘This, however, is obviated to some extent 
by references from one section to another. 

The design has been to make it a book for the ‘* com- 
mon people,” a book for the family, for the Bible-class 
teacher, for the Sunday-school library ; such a one as 
the pastor might put into the hands of one troubled with 
the quibbles, sophistries, and perversions of annihila- 
tionists. 

The words annihilationists, destructionists, and mate- 
rialists are used interchangeably in this work, and are 
applied to those who hold to the extinction of the being 
of the wicked. It should be stated, however, that some 
annihilationists disclaim materialism, as in the case of 
C. F. Hudson and followers, who admit the separability 
of the soul from the body. 

The name of Mr. Storrs appears frequently in this 
book, as he has abundantly earned the title of a leader in 
disseminating the heresy it rebukes. A little less than 
forty years ago, he stood erect as an evangelical minister. 
We remember him well, in those palmy days of his, 


when we sat with pleasure and profit under his ministry. 
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| By him we were received into the church. He joined 
us in marriage, and conferred upon us the first office we 
ever held in the church. The remembrance of those 
days is very precious to us; but this only serves to make 
his defection the more grievous. If we have written 
sharply in connection with his name, it is not from any 
unkind feeling towards him, but that he and others 
‘‘may be sound in the faith” (Tit. 1.18). We have 
written with the full conviction that the speculations of 
annihilationists, and the manner in which they treat the 
Bible, are damaging to the cause of truth and righteous- 
ness; and that their doctrine is subversive of the whole 
gospel scheme. This doctrine may not have all its 
naturally baneful effect upon some who embrace it; as 
many have been favored with the advantages of an 
evangelical training, and thus, in spite of it, do not 
experience all its evil effects: while its effect upon oth- 
ers kills out their piety, and induces a wrangling, pugna- 
cious spirit, a hatred to the ‘‘ popular churches ;”’ and 
they seem to think, that, to unsettle Christians in their 
belief concerning the soul and future retributions, is re- 
ligion enough for anybody. Twenty-five years’ obser- 
vation, together with a somewhat extensive knowledge 
of their doctrinal literature, has given us the conviction 
we name. 

If we have seemed, in some instances, to treat. the 
Scriptures irreverently, by paraphrase or otherwise, in 


these pages, it has been done to make clear to the com- 
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mon mind, in the shortest possible way, the absurdity of 
materialism. 

Without naming the numerous authors we have con- 
sulted, it may suffice to say that we have read every 
thing pro and con. that we deemed necessary to aid us; 
and that, when extracts have been taken, we believe due 
credit has been given in every instance. 

We offer this work to the public, praying that it may, 
under God, save many from the delusive error it re- 
bukes, and cause each to feel that he has 


‘A never-dying soul to save, 
And fit it for the sky.” 
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ANNIHILATIONISM NOT OF THE BIBLE. 


Arr or 


EXAMINATION OF SCRIPTURES IN CONTROVERSY BETWEEN 
EVANGELICAL CHRISTIANS AND ANNIHILATIONISTS. 


I. — The Doctrines of Annihilationists stated. 


The Soul.—Speaking of man’s origin, Mr. Storrs says, ‘‘ His 
perfect organism is ‘man,’ —is‘a soul.’ Another act of the 
Creator is necessary for this soul to become a living one; not 
another creation, not the adding of another entity: no; his 
Maker breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man be- 
came a living soul. He was previously a soul, but without 
life : he now became a living one.”” — Man’s Dest.,p. 63. 

Again: speaking of man, he says, ‘‘ He was first a lifeless soul ; 
then, by the inspiration of breath in his nostrils, he became a 
living soul ;’’ and ‘‘ there is no indication of any other or differ- 
ent life being imparted to man than what was imparted to all 
other animals.’? — Dize. pp. 20, 24. 

‘‘ His origin is from the dust, and he is a living creature or 
animal : he lives by breathing, as all other animals do.’’ — Life 
From the D., p. 9. 

Mr. Z. Campbell seems to harmonize with the above when he 
says, ‘‘ Mark: the first living soul was the first man ; and he was 
certainly a7 soul, and at the same time all body, for he became 
a living soul on being made alive.’” — Mat. Scriptural, p. 8. 
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Messrs. Ellis and Read_assert as follows: ‘‘ We say the true 
meaning of soul is a creature that lives by breathing.” 
‘‘ Words cannot make it more plain than do these texts, that 
the whole man is a soul, and is corporeal.” ‘« A dead body is 
a dead soul, and a dead soul is a dead body.’’ — Bible vs. Tra- 
dition, pp. 15, 18, 80. 

The soul, then, is what in common parlance is called the body. 
The world should certainly take notice, and cease to make the 
erroneous distinction between soul and body! But there seems, 
however, to be a slight difference between the views of these 
writers and that put forth by the Saviour concerning soul and 
body, as he makes a very clear distinction (Matt. x. 23). It may 
be our obtuseness, but Mr. Campbell seems to be a little in conflict 
with himself in his soul-definitions; for in the same work he says, 
‘“ We have frequently asserted that the soul has never been 
proved to be any thing more than an attribute, or a consequent 
arising from the organized living body ; and is no more a part 
of the body than the tone of an organ is a part of an organ.” — 
p- 4. Here, then, is a slight discrepancy between Mr. C. on 
page 4 and Mr. C. on page 8 of his own work. On one page, 
the soul and the body are the same, and on the other page the 
soul is but an attribute of the body. Any way to get rid of a 
distinct entity. According to these polemics, the Saviour meant 
to say (Matt. x, 23), ‘‘Fear not them that kill the body, and 
by so doing kill the soul; ”’ or he designed to say, ‘‘ Fear not 
them that kill the body, but are not able to kill an attribute of the 
body’! ‘To such absurdities are they driven who take the posi- 
tions of these writers. But what is the mind? Mr. C. shall 
tell us: ‘‘ No Scripture or philosophy has ever yet been shown 
to prove the mind any thing more than an attribute of the living, 
organized dust.’’— Gospel Light, p.16. Whether or not Mr. C. 
considers the soul and mind the same, he has not informed us in 
so many words; but says that they are both attributes of the body, 
and, of course, die with it. 


Says Mr. Blain, ‘‘The Bible plainly tells us that men and 
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beasts are made of the same material, — ‘dust ;’ and that both — 
have the ‘same breath ;’ and that they both die alike: but, 
mark, a resurrection is not told for both.” — Death not Life, 
p- 39. 

Here we have the rankest materialism ; and these writers rep- 
resent, with but few exceptions, the whole body of annihilation- 
ists. We could give similar extracts from at least a half-score of 
authors whose writings are before us. From what we can gather 
from these publications; and other sources, we conclude that there 
are but few holding the annihilation doctrine who do not advocate 
materialism. There are some destructionists who do not class 
themselves with materialists, of whom C. I’. Hudson is a 
representative. He teaches an intermediate state, or ‘‘ deten- 
tion,’ as it is called in his work, where souls will remain sepa- 
rate from the body till the resurrection, in a state of inaction. 
At the resurrection, the righteous will be called forth, and be 
clothed with glorified bodies; while the wicked, like damaged 
seeds, retaining some vitality, will start in the resurrection, but 
so weak that they will not be able to get up, and will be annihi- 
lated in the act. Such is the transcendentalism that this writer 
indulges in while professing to draw his lessons from the Scrip- 
tures! For Mr. Hudson’s own statement concerning the resur- 
rection, see Section VII. 

Penalty of the Law. —It is death, —‘‘ the utter extinction of 
being.’’? One class— how extensive we are not prepared to say — 
teach that this takes place at the ‘‘ second death,”’ after the resur- 
rection. Mr. Hastings, who is a representative man, and advo- 
cates this view, says, ‘‘ The death denounced against Adam began 
in the day he sinned ; hence toil, pain, decay, sweat, labor, thorns, 
and thistles, and all the iils which beset him, were a part and par- 
cel of the doom which the law expressed in the simple words, ‘ dy- 
ing thou shalt die.’ It took some nine hundred and thirty years 
to execute the ‘death penalty’ pronounced on Adam: how long 
it may require to execute the penalty of the second death upon 
individual sinners, I do not pretend to say: But all the processes 
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which result in being dead are as surely death as the perfected 
condition of death. The active process is as fully included in 
the term death as the passive result.’ — Retribution, p. TT. 

Formerly Mr. Storrs advocated substantially the same theory 
concerning the death-penalty (Sixth Ser. p. 39); but the author 
of the Sermons has outgrown his former views, no longer advo- 
eating the second-death penalty, or that any suffering whatever 
enters into the penalty of sin. This last step downward has 
caused some stir in the camp of the materialists. He has, how- 
ever, only pushed the old theory out to one of its logical results ; 
and it requires no more boldness to override the Scriptures which 
teach the resurrection of the wicked than it does to set aside 
scores of others which stand in the way of materialism. His 
next and consistent step should be to deny the resurrection 7 
toto. There are Scriptures, which, by unscrupulous hands, can 
be pressed into such service. (Sec. XX.) He now takes the 
position that no suffering is connected with the penalty of sin; 
that the penalty is not dying for scores of years; but it is in be 
ing dead: that the penalty consists in unconsciousness. Hear 
him: ‘It is not dying, but death. It is not the pain of dying, 
but to have life extinguished, — to be dead: that only is death. 
Death exists not till life has ceased. No pangs, no struggles, 
or agonies connected with dying, are death, or any part of death. 
Death proper is not a thing, but @ state. It is a state where 
there is no life, no sensation, no memory, no thouyghi, no 
suffering: it is a state of non-being, or a cessation of living 
existence. . . . It is in all cases death: not dying, nor the pain 
of dying, but pata. ‘ Dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou 
return,’ — be as though he had never been a living being. 
Such, we conceive, is the universal law of sin, or proper penalty 
of sin.” — L. from the Dead, pp. 7,10. | 

«That it is not a state of suffering is admitted ; but that it is 
not the very highest and most fearful punishment known in 
Nature or revelation, is denied. Nature knows nothing so ter- 
rific, Too vile to live, they are dissolved to dust.” —p. 7. 
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Here we have Mr. Storrs’s doctrine of penalty clearly stated. 
But an inquisitive mind might ask, Who or what is punished ? 
Non-being, or blank nothingness, the penalty of sin! Can 
we predicate punishment of a nonentity? No suffering whatever 
to be feared as a penalty of God s law! Simply go to sleep and 
never wake up! Is this the way men are rewarded according 
to theirworks? Is this the way that the greater criminals of our 
Saviour’s time are ‘‘ to receive the greater damnation ”’! (Matt. 
xxill. 14). And then, if there is no other death-penalty except to 
be literally dead, what death did Adam die in the day that he 
sinned? Did he go into a state of non-being! Thought multi- 
pies absurdities ; but we forbear. 

The Resurrection. — We conclude, by what we learn from 
leading advocates of annihilation, that many of those who em- 
brace that idea hold to a general resurrection, a resurrection 
both of the just and of the unjust; that these will be brought to 
judgment at the second advent of Christ, when the wicked will 
be punished by a second death, by which is meant extinction of 
being ; that the process of this death will be severe or mild, long 
or short, according to the degrees of crime; and that the pains 
of dying are a part of the death. They also teach that the 
righteous will at that time be rewarded with eternal life, and that 
they shall dwell upon the earth after it is purified by fire; that 
between death and the resurrection there is no conscious being ; 
and that all are entirely dependent upon the resurrection for a 
future life, except those who shall be alive and be changed 
(1 Cor. xv. 52) at the coming of Christ. This forms the be- 
lief of one wing of the annihilationists. The other, led on mainly 
by Mr. Storrs, zealously deny that the wicked dead will ever have 
a resurrection, and assert that ‘‘ the righteous only will live again.” 
Says Mr. Storrs, ‘‘ Without repentance and remission of sins, 
through faith in the revived and living Jesus, there is no life 
from the dead.’’? Quoting John vi. 20, he says, ‘‘ This language, 
in our mind, is a clear exclusion of the wicked, or unbelievers, 
from a literal rising-up at the last day; or is a clear exclusion 
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from a future life of all not embraced in the promise.” — L. 
from the Dead, pp. 27, 31. 

The doctrine here set forth is, that, when the wicked leave this 
world, there is an eternal cessation of life ; and that none but those 
who have had faith in Christ will be raised from the dead. In 
speaking of the resurrection, Mr. Storrs asserts the death of the 
righteous as follows: ‘‘ That resurrection is a re-living of the 
literal dead, or it is no resurrection at all.’”>— Man’s Des., p. 
120. Death, as we have seen, is defined by him to be a state 
of non-being. So the righteous are in a state of non-being from 
the time of their death till the resurrection. Nothing remains 
of them during this period save a little dead or unconscious dust. 
He states it again in the following: ‘‘ This disorganization,.with 
deprivation of life, leaves him where he was before living ; his 
personality ceases, except in the purpose of God to re-organize 
him, and restore life.’” — W. Tower, p. 9. 

After reading this, we take his book and read as follows: ‘‘ If 
men die in the flesh (as all men do), and have not the Spirit, 
or are not ‘ partakers of the divine nature’ (2 Pet. i. 4), then 
they have no fe in them, no revival principle or power; and 
they perish because they would not come to Christ, that they 
might have life.’”” Once more: ‘‘ The food which Christ gives 
carries those who receive it forward into a future life, and they 
die no more. If it can carry us into a future life, it can with 
equal ease sustain that life eternally.’ —L. from the Dead, pp. 
22, 31. 

But what has the divine nature, principle, or power in man in 
this world, the operation of which must cease when man is blotted 
out by death, to do with bringing up the dust and re-organizing 
it in the resurrection? To what does this principle adhere when 
man has no being whatever as such? (Sec.CV.) ‘‘ The food 
which Christ gives carries . . . us into a future life.” But 
what, upon Mr. Storrs’s strange theory, is there of man to be car- 
ried forward into a future life? When he ceases to breathe, does 
not the whole man go to dust again? The food that Christ gives 


= 


Sec. 1:] NOT OF THE BIBLE. 15 


carries ‘‘us into a future life”’ is strange talk for a materialist, 
who contends that the resurrection is absolutely necessary in order 
to any future life whatever ! 

We read in the Scriptures that ‘‘ the dead are raised,’’ and of 
‘the resurrection of the dead.’’ But this phraseology is not 
quite correct, according to Mr. Storrs. It should be changed to 
‘‘ the resurrection of the suspended”?! Hear him: ‘‘ The bread 
of heaven does not preserve, in all cases, from temporary sus- 
pension of life ; but it does preserve from that death which the 
wicked die, and from which there is no revival into life. In that 
sense believers, shall ‘Nor pix.’ Their life may be and is sus- 
pended in its active operation for a time; but it is never extinct: 
while they ‘sleep in Jesus,’ their ‘life is hid with Christ in 
God ;’ and, when Christ comes the ‘ second time from heaven,’ 
they will ‘awake:’ ‘I will raise him up at the last day.’ 
But the life of the wicked, which they labored to protract, is ex- 
tinct in death, and is ‘hid’ nowhere: it is gone, ETERNALLY 
GONE; there is no revival of them at the last day.’ —Z. from 
the Dead, p. 32. Speaking of the righteous, he says, ‘‘ Their 
life was not extinct, though for a time its functions were sus- 
pended so as not to appear to themselves or others: but they 
were not dead under the penalty of the law; for that penalty 
was remitted in their case.” — p.15. ‘* They sleep in Jesus.” 
But has not Mr. Storrs told us that “ disorganization, with de- 
privation of life, leaves him (man) where he was before living ’’ ? 
If so, was he asleep in Jesus before he had any-being at all? 
Has he not told us, too, that ‘‘ personality ceases’? when death 
comes? What, then, is the they which sleep in Jesus, and what 
life have they to be hid with Christ if ‘‘ deprivation of life”’ 
leaves them where they were before they had any being? that 
is, in a state of nonentity. We inquire again, what fe is it 
that is ‘‘A¢d with Christ in God’”’? Admit a distinct entity, 
called by the Saviour ‘‘ the soul,” which exists in a living, con- 
scious state, separate from the body, and this question is easily 
answered ; as the life named has respect to the soul-life of the 
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righteous. But what U/fe does materialism admit of to be Add 
away with Christ, between death and the resurrection, if man by 
death is thrown into original nothingness? Is it spiritual or 
moral life? Is that an entity; or a substance that can leave the 
body and go to Christ? Is it animal life? That, of course, 
ceases to be when the body dies, and nothing leaves to go to 
Christ. These thoughts render the absurdity of the exeges?s de- 
manded by this form of materialism patent to all. To talk of 
life, which, according to our opponents, is absolutely nothing 
when the body is dead, is not very logical, to say the least of it. 
(Sec. LIX.) 

It is said that the righteous do not become extinct ; because, in 
their case, the penalty is ‘‘ remitted.’? But do they not die as 
really as the wicked? Mr. Storrs states that the ‘resurrection 
is a re-living of the litera] dead, or it is no resurrection at all.” 
Well, what is death? It is a state of non-being, we are told. 
Now, if everlasting non-being is everlasting punishment, as Mr. 
Storrs labors to show (Sec. XXIII.), is not limited non-being 
limited punishment? Most certainly, if non-being is punishment. 
God’s saints, then, whose sins are remitted, go at death into non* 
being, that is, limited punishment, as really as the unpardoned sin- 
ner goes at death into non-being, that is, endless punishment. All 
the dead, then, both the righteous and the wicked, for six thou- 
sand years past, from Cain and Abel to the present hour, are ona 
perfect level: both classes punished, if non-being is punishment, 
as they are both in a state of non-being. (Sec. XLV.) The only 
difference between them lies in regard to the future, when the 
righteous shall be relieved from their punishment by the resurrec- 
tion, while the punishment (!) of the unconscious wicked shall 
continue forever. Has Christ authorized such teachings ? 
Never. 

As it regards the term suspension, which Mr. Storrs finds 
necessary to use to sustain his theory, we have but a word or two 
to say concerning it. The righteous either die, or they do not 
die. If they do not die, then, of course, they are not raised from 
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the dead. If they do die, why not say so, and not talk about 
suspension? It is anti-scriptural, both in phrase and fact; and 
its use shows a deficiency in the Scriptures to sustain the theory 
it is designed to support. If the righteous are suspended be- 
tween death and the resurrection, then their resurrection is not 
from death, but from suspension! We find no such resurrection 
in the Bible. os 

The Judgment. — One error begets another. The denial of 
the future existence of the wicked sweeps away at a stroke the 
idea of a future judgment and punishment; and Mr. Storrs, in 
his writings, disposes of all those Scriptures which teach these 
doctrines with as much recklessness as Ballou, Whittemore, & 
Co., ever did. He teaches that the judgment takes place before 
the resurrection. He says, “‘ We were long ago satisfied the 
judgment which determines character must be before the right- 
eous dead are made alive; as the righteous are most undoubtedly 
raised out from among the dead ores: and hence the character 
must have been decided by a judgment before any resurrection 
of either righteous or wicked. . . . Again, we remark, a man 
may and must be judged prior to any resurrection, if the right- 
eous rise first. Then if the wicked dead are not made alive 
at the last day, it is because, judged by the words of Jesus, 
they were not found ‘ worthy’ to live again.’? — L. from the 
Dead, pp. 54, 55. Speaking of Heb. ix. 27, he says, ‘‘ The 
judgment, therefore, here spoken of may have reference to the 
decision as to who among the dead were worthy to live again.” 
— p. 62. 

The great question, then, to be decided at the judgment, 
about which the Scriptures speak so much, and is alleged will 
take place before the resurrection, is this: Who shall be raised 
from the dead ? Determining who shall be raised is the judg- 
meut! Now, if to determine this is the great work of the 
judgment, if this is all we are to understand by the judgment- 
scene, so often and vividly set forth in the Bible, then we are 
prepared to say that this judgment took place centuries ago. 
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Christ announced this decision to the world as follows: ‘‘ Marvel 
not at this: for the hour is coming, in the which all that are 
in the graves shall hear his voice, and shall come forth: they 
that have done good, unto the resurrection of life ; and they that 
have done evil unto the resurrection of damnation.’’ — John v. 
28, 29. Now, who has the Judge said shall .be raised? He 
has said, ‘‘ all that are in the graves,’’ both good and bad, and 
his inspired apostle Paul has proclaimed the same (Acts xxiv. 
15); thus flatly contradicting the theory that none but the right- 
eous will be raised. (Secs. VII. and XXII.) So the judgment 
scene is not future, but past; the decision concerning who shall 
be raised having been given to the world by the Judge himself, 
eighteen hundred years ago! Is not this conclusion legitimate ? 
So the work of the judgment is not to decide who shall be raised, 
as that decision was made by Christ long ago. This conclusion, 
however, differs widely from Paul’s conclusion, where he says, 
‘« It is appointed unto men once to die; but after this the judg- 
ment.’? — Heb. ix. 27. 

Mr. C. F. Hudson’s views concerning the soul and the resur- 
rection have been briefly given. We now, in a few words, note 
the difference between his theory and that which Mr. Storrs ad- 
voeates. Mr. Hudson teaches that the debt, as he terms it, will 
be paid in two instalments. He says, ‘‘ In the doctrine of death 
which we maintain, this view of man’s nature would Jead us to 
say that the first and second death are the first and second in- 
stalments of the debt incurred by sin; the execution of the sen- 
tence being divided in such sort that those who escape the second 
death are-in the New Testament spoken of as not properly dead, 
but as fallen asleep.’’ — Debt and Grace, p. 250. 

The first of the two instalments, as he asserts, is paid by the 
death of the body; and the second by the extinction of the soul 
at the resurrection. On Mr. Storrs’s theory, all the debt is paid 
at once ; for the sinner being once dead is dead forever. Mr. 
Hudson repudiates materialism, admits that the soul lives in an 
intermediate state, which he calls the ‘‘ detention ;’’ and to the 
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righteous he applies the phrase ‘fallen asleep”? in Christ. At 
the resurrection, these will enter an immortal activity, being 
clothed with a glorious body ; but the unjust will start to come 
up in the resurrection, and become extinct in the act. Mr. Storrs, 
on the other hand, denies that the soul is capable of an existence 
separate from the body, and states that man is but living, organ- 
ized dust, and that when he dies nothing remains but dead dust. 
How far these leaders agree in regard to a future judgment we 
have not the means of knowing; as Mr. Hudson has given us 
nothing definite upon it in his book. He writes a book on the 
‘Future Life,’’ and fails to give us his views of so momentous a 
subject as a future judgment! The truth is, his book abounds 
with transcendentalism ; hence he spins out his philosophy, and 
presents conclusions on the weighty themes of death and the res- 
urrection, often without a single reference to the Bible, to say 
nothing of the absence of quotations. If the wicked are anni- 
hilated in the process of the resurrection, as his philosophy 
teaches, then, if ever, the judgment must be before the resurrec- 
tion; and in this Messrs. Hudson and Storrs may harmonize. 
Mr. H. has favored us with no exegesis upon any of the promi- 
nent texts revealing a judgment to come ; and those strong texts 
(John v. 28, 29, and Acts xxiv. 15) so damaging to his resur- 
rection theory, as set forth on page 263 of his book, are not 
quoted in his work. Was he ignorant of their existence ? 

We have presented in outline to the reader three theories by 
three representative men ; namely, Storrs, Hudson, and Hastings. 
These all agree that the wicked are to be annihilated, but differ 
concerning the time and manner of accomplishing it. Mr. 
Storrs’s theory annihilates the wicked at death, and sends the 
righteous into non-being till the resurrection. Mr. Hudson’s 
theory admits the separate existence of all souls in a state of 
inactivity until the resurrection, when the righteous will come 
forth to activity, and the wicked become extinct. Mr. Hastings’s 
theory sends all into non-being, where they will remain until the 
resurrection, when all will be raised, — the righteous to eternal 
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life, and the wicked to die the second death ; the process being 
long or short, according to the degree of crime. 

Since writing the foregoing, a tract on ‘What is man?” by 
Elder Miles Grant, has come to hand, in which the author puts 
forth a theory differing from all the three we have just named. 
As Mr. Grant is a publisher of books, and otherwise active in the 
propagation of annihilation views, he, too, must be considered a 
leader. He teaches, in opposition to Mr. Hastings, that suffer- 
ing is no part of the penalty of sin. He says, ‘‘ The wages of 
sin is not dying, but death, which is the end of dying. <A per- 
son is not dead till the act of dying is completed, . . . But 


how can they suffer when they are dead?’’ ‘‘ ‘The wages of sin 
is death,’ not suffering ; and the punishment does not begin till 


they are dead.’?—p. 25. .In this he harmonizes with Mr. 
Storrs, but disagrees with him in that he holds to two deaths. 
He says, ‘‘ We learn from Rev. xx. 14 that the death-penalty 
for sin ‘is the second death.’ If there is a second, there must 
be a first death, and the second must be like the first; but the 
first is a literal death, or extinction of life ; consequently the sec- 
ond must likewise be a cessation of conscious existence.’’ — 
p- 20. 

We have, then, these four opinions from these leaders, in which 
they all differ concerning the time and the mode in which the 
wicked are to be punished, that is, annihilated. They are all very 
sanguine men, each claiming that he has undoubted authority from 
the Bible. The fact, however, that they are so divided in their 
opinions on these important doctrines should teach them a little 
moderation in their denunciation of their opponents for their 
obtuseness. 

Extracts from half a score of lesser lights, like Campbell and 
Blain, might be given, all of whom are valiant men in the cause ; 
but we do not consider them leaders. The four we have named 
all have their followers, who embrace the peculiarities of their re- 
spective leaders, while they are a unit on the doctrine of the 
annihilation of the wicked. 
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By what has been presented in this section, it must be seen 
that there is a wide difference between them and Christendom 
generally ; and that, if they are right, the churches are composed 
of a host of either ignorant or wilful heretics. 


II. —*“ And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the 
ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and 
man became a living soul.’’ — Gen. ii. 7. 


‘*Here,”’ it is said, ‘‘ we have the history of the creation of 
man; and in it we find no account of the creation of an entity 
called the immortal soul. Now, if God created such an entity, 
why have we no account of it?’’ This, in some form of lan- 
guage or other, is iterated and reiterated, more or less, by every 
author writing to sustain modern materialism ; and, from its fre- 
quency, we conclude it is thought a very potent argument in 
favor of their theory. Now, supposing the expression ‘‘ breathed 
into his nostrils,’’ &c., means nothing more than starting a dead 
body into life; what then? Does the absence of the history of 
the origin of a thing prove that the thing does not exist? A 
man may be able to prove by historical evidence that he was 
born at such a time and place, while he may not be able to prove 
by that history that he was born with two hands; but if he can 
show that he now possesses two hands, who would think of deny- 
ing that he was born with them? God promised (Gen. iii. 15) 
that the seed of the woman should bruise the serpent’s head. 
This, as interpreted by our materialists, includes the resurrec- 
tion. But we should never learn this from the Mosaic account 
of the promise ; nor could we learn the doctrine of the resurrec- 
tion from all the dealings of God with man, as recorded in the 
five books of Moses. Where, shutting out the rest of the Bible, 
do we find even a hint of the resurrection in all of the five books 
of Moses? Yet the resurrection, according to materialists, is the 
only hope of the world; for without it, as they contend, there 
can be no future life whatever. It may be replied that the Sa- 
viour quoted Hx. iii, 6 to the Sadducees (Luke xx.), applying it 
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to the resurrection. But who, we ask, would ever see the res- 
urrection in that passage without his explanation? It reads thus: 
‘‘T am the God of thy father, the God of Abraham, the God of 
Tsaac, and the God of Jacob.’’ Who, we ask again, without 
the light shed upon it by our Saviour’s words in the New Testa- 
ment, would ever learn the resurrection from this text? The 
question is not. what this passage, with Christ’s explanation, 
teaches ; but what would it teach us without this explanation ? 
Not the resurrection, surely. And who would learn from the 
books of Moses the doctrine of a future judgment and of a second 
death? But while we can see no evidence in these books of the 
resurrection, future judgment, or second death, doctrines which 
are all held by materialists, excepting those who deny the res- 
urrection of the wicked, we do find in these books evidence of a 
belief in the existence of separate spirits. This is seen in the 
various enactments against diviners, enchanters, and those who 
profess to know the future by consulting either familiar spirits or 
the spirits of the departed. These enactments are found in Ley. 
xix. 31, xx. 27; Deut xvii. 10,11. Says Mr. Horn, in his 
introduction, ‘‘ All these superstitions suppose the belief of 
spirits, and the doctrine of the existence of souls after death.’’ 
Now, although the doctrine of the resurrection is not explicitly 
taught in the first promise, or in any of the books of Moses, 
Yet, if it is clearly revealed in other parts of the Scriptures, it 
is none the less true than though it were clearly stated in the 
first promise ; and so, if it can be clearly shown from other por- 
tions of the Bible that man is a compound being, that he has a 
soul which cannot be killed, though the body may be destroyed, 
the truth of the doctrine is established on just as firm a basis as 
though it were declared in so many words in -the original his- 
tory, that a distinct entity was added to the organized dust. If 
this can be shown, the phraseology concerning man’s creation 
must bear an interpretation to harmonize with this fact. 

Mr. Storrs, in commenting upon this text, says, ‘‘ His perfect 
organism is ‘ man,’ —is ‘a soul;’ another act of the Creator is 
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necessary for this soul to become a living one: not another crea- 
tion; not the adding of another entity. No: his Maker ‘ breathed. 
into his nostrils the breath of life, and man became a living 
soul.” He was previously a soul, but without life; he now 
became a living one.’’ — Man’s Des., p. 63. Here, then, lies 
the ‘‘dead soul,” and nothing is added to it but breath: not 
another creation ; not another entity called the soul. The breath, 
or wind, inflates the lungs, and puts the machine in motion, 
giving mere animal life, which, of course, dies with the body. 
Let us leave Mr. Storrs’s speculations for a moment, and listen 
to one word from the Great Teacher ; and he shall tell us whether 
or not this dust-man had any thing to finish out his composition 
save mere animal life, which dies with the body. ‘‘ Fear not 
them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul.’? — 
Matt. x. 28. Could language be possibly framed to more clearly 
contradict the doctrine of our opponents than this? Mr. Storrs 
teaches that the body, that which dies, is the soul; first a dead 
soul, and then a living one. But the Saviour teaches that the 
soul and body are distinct ; that the soul is not dependent on 
the body for its existence; that the body may be killed by man, 
the soul never. But if the soul is the body, as Mr. Storrs 
teaches, or if it is but an attribute of organized dust, then men 
have been killing souls ever since Cain killed Abel! Christ’s 
words teach us that man is a compound being, possessed of a 
material and immaterial nature, or body, which can be killed by 
man, and an immaterial nature, or soul, or distinct entity, which 
cannot be killed by man, which survives the death of the body ; 
proving most conclusively that the soul is not the mere dust set 
in motion by air; that it is not the mere body, either dead or 
alive ; neither is it the animal life, as that, of course, dies with 
the body ; neither is it an attribute of the living organized dust, 
for that would exist no longer than the living dust existed. The 
truth is, these few, clear, pointed, forcible words, and the more 
forcible because they are few, from the divine Saviour, present 
a pyramid in argument against maierialism which all the sophis- 
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try of the tribe can never overturn ; and the candid will not be 
at a loss to determine which to follow, namely, the infallible 
Teacher who came from heaven, or the fallible yet positive Mr. 
Storrs. (Sec. XXV.) 

Observe, it is said God ‘‘ formed man,” &c. The word 
‘‘ formed ”’ here means ‘‘ created.” In this sense Mr. Storrs uses 
it. The dust-man was created, and God breathed into his nostrils 
the breath of life. It was ‘‘ not another creation ; not the adding 
of another entity,” says Mr. Storrs. So nothing more was added 
by creation after man was formed of the dust. Let us now hear 
what God himself says concerning another formation. ‘‘ Tle bur- 
den of the word of the Lord for Israel, saith the Lord, which 
stretcheth forth the heavens, and layeth the foundations of the 
earth, and formeth the spirit of man within him.’’ — Zech xii. 1. 
That here is a direct reference to God’s creative acts, as recorded 
in the second chapter of Genesis, none will doubt. Three things 
are named: the stretching forth the heavens, the laying the 
foundations of the earth, and the formation of the spirit of 
man within him. Of these three great achievements of crea- 
tive power, the formation of the spirit of man within him is the 
climax : and can we suppose that this greatest act of the three 
was merely inflating the lungs of the dust-man with wind? This 
would be sinking Jehovah’s sublime declaration with a witness ; 
and then Mr. Storrs denies that there was any new creation after 
God formed man of the dust. But Jehovah himself declares 
that he formed the spirit of man within him; 1e., after the 
man formed of dust was made, he created a spirit within him. 
Takings into the account this divine declaration, and the Sa- 
viour’s words, we come to the conclusion that when it is said the 
Lord God ‘‘ breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man 
became a living soul,’’ something more is indicated than merely 
inflating a dust machine and putting it in motion. We cannot 
doubt but in this expression is included the creation of the spirit 
of man ‘‘ within him,’’ or the creation of that which the «aviour 
denominates “the sowl,”’ an entity capable of an existence in- 
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dependent of the body. Solomon marks the distinction for 
which we contend, when, in speaking of death, he says, ‘ Then 
shall the dust return to the earth as it was; and the spirit shall 
return unto God who gave it.’””— Eccl. xii. 7. We forbear 
comments upon this plain t xt, and refer the reader to Sec. V., 
where the perversions of our opponents are exposed. A few 
words on Mr. Storrs’s method in argument. He demands that a 
clear and explicit statement be produced, from the Mosaic history 
of man, of the creation of a distinct entity called the soul. It 
is admitted that we cannot produce this, in so many words, from 
the very brief history of creation ; but we do show most con- 
clusively from Zech. xii. 1, that God formed a spirit within the 
man made of dust ; and we also show from the Saviour’s words, 
as clearly as language can express it, that the soul and body are 
distinct ; that the former can exist when the latter is dead. Mr. 
Storrs, in controversy with Dr. Mattison, speaking of Adam, 
says, ‘‘ We conclude if his composition or constituent parts can 
be accurately defined, we shall be informed equally as to all 
others of our race.” — Matt. Dis.,p.6. Very true, Mr. Storrs; 
and it follows, then, that, if the constituent parts of his descend- 
ants can be defined, we shall be informed as to the constituent 
parts of Adam himself. Has not the Saviour (Matt. x. 28) 
clearly defined them so far as to establish the compound nature 
of man? If man now has a soul, which can exist independent 
of the body, then the first man had such a soul; and, if the 
first man had such a soul, then such a soul was created, whether 
we have a distinct account of its creation or not. There are other 
things pertaining to man, such as conscience, will, &c., which 
are not named in the history of creation ; but has he therefore 
no conscience or will, because these are not named in the history 
of his creation? Yet Mr. Storrs, when cornered by an array of 
truth, leaps back to the creation of man, demanding that we 
-show from the history that there was a ‘‘ distinct entity super- 
added to the man of dust, called the soui.’’ All must see that 
this is forceless, especially so when it has been proved that man 
now has a soul distinct from the body. 
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Christ (Luke xiii. 832) called Herod a fox, and it is nowhere 
“said in the Bible that Herod was a man. But who would risk his 
reputation for candor and good sense by an attempt to prove that 
Herod was literally a fox, or that he was nothing but a fox? It 
might be zealously contended that he is nowhere in the Bible 
called a man; but such reasoning would not be considered very 
forcible: yet such reasoning is not very unlike that adopted by our 
materialists. We show from Christ’s own words that man consists 
of two natures; that the soul is distinct from the material body. 
They answer, ‘‘ Man was made of the dust; and there is no 
account in the history by Moses that there was superadded an 
entity called the soul: therefore, man is but living, organized 
dust. Or, in other words, Herod is declared to be a fox; and 
it is nowhere said in the Bible that he was a man; therefore 
Herod was nothing but a fox!” 


Ill. —‘‘ In the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely 
die.”’? — Gen. ii. 17. 


Nothing is here said about the second death. No one would 
ever learn of a second death from this passage. That a second 
“death is taught elsewhere in the Bible is admitted; but the idea 
is not obtained from this text. The death of this text was to 
take place on the very day he should eat of the fruit; and not 
after the resurrection, six thousand years or more from the time 
he sinned Neither was it the first death, or the death of the 
body, that was threatened ; for that death he did not die on that 
day. Furthermore, according to one class of materialists, the 
first death is not the penalty for sin, but the second. ‘The right- 
eous as well as the wicked come under the power of the first 
death ; hence it is of no avail to attempt to show, as Mr. Hastings 
and others have done, that the whole man commenced dying as 
soon as Adam sinned ; that his existence became one of pain, toil, 
and decay ; and that it took some nine hundred and thirty years 
to execute the death-penalty pronounced upon him. (See. I.) 
But if the second death is the penalty, and that extinction of 
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being, are the ways of the Lord equal? Why should Adam be 
nine hundred and thirty years in dying the first death, while mil-” 
lions of his posterity, as wicked as himself, should be but twenty or 
_ thirty years in dying, and then receive precisely the same penalty, 
—no more, no less, — namely, annihilation? If this is so, can 
we view it as a righteous administration? Does not God’s word 
declare that he will render to every man according to his works ? 
Are there no degrees in wickedness? Are all wicked men 
equally guilty ? This charge of inequality cannot be retorted 
upon those who hold to the endless existence of all men ; for such 
existence admits of degrees in Larne ind Now, whatever of 
physical evil may have resulted from man’s moral defection, the 
death named in the text cannot be the death of the body ; for 
Adam did not thus die on that day. From an able article in 
‘The Methodist Quarterly Review,’’ 1852, p. 252, we take the 
following: ‘‘The penalty of the law could not have been anni- 
hilation, because that penalty was not, in any sense or degree, in- 
flicted on Adam in the day of his sin. The denunciation, the 
penalty, was, ‘In the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely 
die.’”” Mr. Storrs thinks that he finds relief from the pressure 
of this objection in the idiomatic form of expression used in the 
original. He says, ‘‘ The penalty was not, ‘In the day thou 
eatest thereof thou shalt surely die ;’ but, as the Hebrew language 
has it, ‘dying thou shalt die.’ That very day the whole man 
commenced dying.’’* Those who are but slightly acquainted 
with the Hebrew idiom very well know that our version con- 
veys precisely the meaning of the original ; and Mr. Storrs’s at- 
tempt to answer this objection entirely fails. The expression 
in the Hebrew is nam non, the inf. abs. with fut. kal. de- 
noting certainty. The same phrase is used by God to Abime- 
lech, in Gen. xx. 7; by Saul to Jonathan, 1 Sam. xiv. 44; by 
Saul to Abimelech, t Sam. xxii. 16; by Solomon to Shimei, 
1 Kings ii. 37, 42; in each of which cases it is manifest that 
certain and not lingering death was threatened. 


* This quotation was made by its author from Mr. Storrs before he had made 
the discovery that not dying, but being dead, is the penalty of sin. 
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Since, then, it is clearly shown that Adam was not visited with 
physical death in the day of his transgression, what death did he 
die on that day? We answer, ‘‘ A spiritual death.’’ But, since 
our materialists can have no patience with the expression ‘‘ spirit- 
ual death,’’ a few explanatory remarks will be presented. Mr. 
Z. Campbell ( Gospel Light, p. 16), speaking of the soul, says, 
‘‘ If it is the conscious part, it is the only part God ever spake 
io: how, then, could he say to immortality, ‘ Thou shalt surely 
die’ ?”’ 7 

This question is based upon the assumption that spiritual death 
must imply the extinction of the soul; which is raising a false 
issue. By spiritual death, we mean the absence of the Spirit of 
God"from the soul, and the presence of evil. What we assert 
is, that there is a death that is not literal, but spiritual ; and that 
this death exists in connection with life here ; and also that there 
is a life which is not animal, but spiritual. ‘‘ For to be carnally 
minded is death ; but to be spiritually minded is life and peace.”’ 
— Rom. viii. 6. 

Speaking of a wicked woman, Paul says, ‘‘ She that liveth 
in pleasure is dead while she liveth.” —1 Tim. v. 6. What 
death is here meant? Not the end of being, for she was alive ; 
but the only death souls ever die, namely, spiritual death, — being 
deprived of the Spirit, life, love, and peace of God; the same 
death indicated by the apostle, where he says, ‘‘ Being alienated 
from the life of God through the ignorance that is in them, 
because of the blindness of their heart’? — Eph. iv. 18; and 
the same the Saviour names when he says, ‘‘ Whosoever liveth 
and believeth in me shall never die.’? — John xi. 26. 

Again: the Saviour says, ‘‘ If a man keep my saying, he shall 
never see death.’”? — John viii. 51. This cannot refer to the 
death of the body, for that death believers die, as well as unbe- 
lievers. It evidently refers to spiritual death. The persevering 
believer shall never die a spiritual death, but shall retain that 
communion with God which imparts spiritual life. This implies 
a continuation of consciousness; for there can be no spiritual 
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enjoyment without consciousness. But if the soul, the conscious 
part of man, dies with the body, spiritual life is not continued ; and 
thus inspiration is again contradicted by this false theory. It is 
a continuation of the same life named by John (1 John iii. 14), 
where he says, ‘‘ We know that we have passed from death unto 
life.”” Now, as this state of spiritual life is endless in the faithful 
believer, materialism must be false. Again: ‘In the pathway 
of the righteous there is no death.’’ — Prov. xii. 28. But, says 
this theory, there zs death in the pathway of all; for all must 
die, in every sense of that term, and remain dead till the resur- 
rection. (Sec. LV.) | 

In answer to the request of one of his disciples that he might 
go and bury his father, the Saviour replied, ‘‘ Let the dead bury 
their dead.’’ — Matt. viii. 22. What dead were to bury their 
dead? Not the dead literally, but those who were dead while 
alive, — dead in sin, dead spiritually. 

Spiritual life and death are also taught (Hph. ii. 1), ‘‘ And 
you hath he quickened, who were dead in trespasses. and sins ;’’ 
and spiritual death (1 John iii. 14): ‘* He that loveth not his 
brother abideth in death.”” It will be seen at once that the death 
named in the foregoing texts is not the end of being, but some- 
thing experienced while living : it is spiritual death. 

‘“The penalty,” says Mr. Z. Campbell, ‘‘is not dying, but 
death, the result or final end of dying.’”? — p.17. Bear in mind 
_ at this point that the class to which Mr. C. belongs are great lit- 
eralists ; they are for taking the Scriptures just as they read. 
Observe, too, that God did not threaten Adam, that, in case of 
disobedience, he should die hundreds of years hence, or at the 
judgment ; but, ‘‘in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt 
surely die.’ . 

Now, if there is no such thing as spiritual death, if the whole 
man is but organized dust, and if the penalty named is death in 
the sense defined by Mr. Campbell, it follows that Adam became 
a nonentity the very day that he partook of the interdicted fruit ! 
This conclusion is inevitable from the premises furnished. Adam 
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was not annihilated on that day, for he lived, after he had sinned, 
to propagate his species. The position has been taken by our 
opponents, that if spiritual death is intended (Gen. ii. 17), then 
1 Cor. xv. 22 proves Universalism ; for all are then made spirit- 
ually alive by Christ. This assertion overlooks the fact that there 
is another result of Adam’s sin, which we find in the subsequent 
announcement; naniely, ‘‘ Dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou 
return ’? — Gen. ili. 19. Adam was our federal head, the whole 
race being seminally in him when he was deprived of access to 
the tree of life, and his body doomed to dust. Here, then, are 
two: kinds of death: the first is spiritual, and Adam suffered it 
immediately in the day he sinned, as God declared ; and the sec- 
ond is the death of the body, which did not. take place on that 
day, for God did not so threaten. Now, the question to be set- 
tled is, Which of these did Paul mean when he said, ‘‘ As in 
Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive’’? To 
answer this, we have only to learn what Paul is laboring to estab- 
lish. Is he treating upon the plan of salvation? Is he showing 
how all men have become sinners by Adam, and how all will be 
made holy by Christ? By no means. It is the resurrection of 
the body he is illustrating and enforcing. 

We see. then, that the death named is the death of the body, 
and not the spiritual death of Adam and his posterity. To say 
that spiritual or moral death and life are here intended, as the 
Universalist must to substantiate his doctrine from the text, is to 
fix the character of a sinner upon the Saviour. Let us para- 
phrase the 21st, 22d, and 28d verses upon this principle: ‘‘ For 
since by Adam came spiritual death, by Christ came also the 
resurrection of the spiritually dead. For as in Adam all die spirit- 
ually, even so in Christ shall all be made spiritually alive. But 
every man in his own order: Christ the first-fruits of this resur- 
rection from spiritual death ; afterward they that are Christ’s, at 
his coming shall be raised from the same deplorable condition ! ”’ 
An interpretation which plunges the holy Saviour and his saints 
into spiritual death, requiring a spiritual resurrection to make 
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them pure, cannot be truthful. The truth— namely, that the 
resurrection of the body is the apostle’s theme — avoids this 
difficulty. | 

We repel, then, the charge made by the advocates of material- 
ism, that Universalism is indebted to our views of the death 
experienced by Adam for its existence. 


IV. —‘“ For as Jonas was three days and three nights in the 
whale’s belly, so shall the Son of man be three days and three 
nights in the heart of the earth.’? — Matt. xii. 40. 


This text is produced by Mr. Z. Campbell to prove that the 
soul of Christ died with his body. But how? You shall have 
the argument entire in Mr. C’s own words. ‘‘ Now, if one- 
half of Jonas only was in the whale’s belly, and the other half ~ 
in paradise, so was our Saviour one half in the grave and the 
other half in paradise ; for he was in the grave in the same man- 
ner that Jonas was in the whale.’”’ — Gospel Light, p. 46. 

This we deem a theological curiosity, put forth by a man who 
professes to be greatly concerned lest the Scriptures should be 
perverted by the spiritualizers, as he calls them. What of the 
man’s head, or heart, or both, who could sit down in his cool mo- 
ments and write out such an argument, suited only to deceive 
the ignorant? As all will see, there is only one point of com- 
parison, and that has reference to time: Jonah was three days 
and three nights in the fish, and Christ was to be three days and 
three nights in the grave. Let us carry out Mr. Campbell’s 
principle of interpretation ; and then, perhaps, we can see its beau- 
ties. Jonas was not only in the fish, soul and body, but he was 
alive there, soul and body. —Jonah ii.. Christ, then, was not 
only in the grave, soul and body, but he was alive there, soul 
and body ; and if alive, he was not dead; and if he was not 
dead, then he was never raised from the dead, as the Scriptures 
assert. And so the resurrection of Christ is, disproved by this 
argument, and the word of God turned into a fable! We in- 
vite the special attention of Mr. Campbell’s admirers to this 
result. 
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V.— ‘‘ Then shall the dust return tv the earth as tt was ; and 
the spirit shall return unto God who gave tt.” — Keel. xii. 7. 
Observe, it does not say, ‘‘ Then shall the dust and the spirit go 

into the grave together,”’ but, ‘‘ Then shall the dust return to the 

earth as it was; and the spirit shall return to God who gave it.” 

This has ever been a troublesome text to materialists ; and they 
are not well agreed in its management. Its force must be de- 
stroyed in some way; but they are not in harmony in regard to the 
method of doing it. No less than six explanations, or rather per- 
versions, are before us from as many of their authors. As a fair 
specimen of the whole, we present the reader with Mr. Z. Camp- 
bell’s work entire upon this plain text. He says, — 

“Tf the spirit here spoken of means the immortal spirits of 
men, it proves too much for the advocates of dmmortal-soulism 
generally ; for it proves the spirits of wicked men go to the same 
place at death that the spirits of the just do. But suppose it 
does mean the spirit of man; then the question is, What is the 
spirit of man? Let the word of God answer. 

‘<< The spirit of man is the candle of the Lord.’ — Prov. xx. 
27. Once more: ‘The candle of the wicked shall be put out.’ 
— Prov. xiii. 9. ‘Yea, the light of the wicked shall be put 
out.” — Job xvii. 5. ‘ The paths of their way are turned aside ; 
they go to nothing and perish.’ — Job vi. 18. 

‘Thus it may be seen that this text, though triumphantly 
quoted by our opponents, is ‘a dead-shot’ to immortal-soulism. 
Again: if this is the spirit of man, it is the same spirit which is 
common to the lower animals. Proof, — Heel. iii. 19-21: ‘ For 
that which befalleth the sons of men befalleth beasts! they have 
all one (vuah) breath or spirit; so that a man hath no pre-emj- 
nence over a beast; for all is vanity. All go unto one place; 
all are of the dust, and all turn to dust again. Who knoweth 
the (ruah) spirit or breath of man that goeth upward, and the 
(ruah) spirit of the beast that goeth downward to the earth?’ 
The same original werd is found in the text, ‘Then shall the 
dust return to the earth as it was, and the ruah shall return unto 
God who gave it.’ 
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‘“‘ But the common-sense interpretation of the text does not 
seem to imply the spirit of man. It should be observed that this 
is the close of the Preacher’s exhortation to ‘ Remember now thy 
Creator in the days of thy youth, while the evil days come not,’ 
&c. Then, at death, the spirit shall return unto God who gave 
it ; that is, provided we remember our Creator in the days of our 
youth. The same as though we should say to the sinner, ‘ Re- 
pent, and believe on the Lord Jesus Christ ; then, at death, the 
spirit shall return unto God who gave it. But what spirit will he 
have? Let the Scriptures answer: ‘ Now, if any man have not 
the spirit of Christ, he is none of his’ (Rom. viii. 9). And if 
any man is Christ’s, then he has the spirit of Christ, which re- 
turns to God who gave it: this is a never-dying spirit.” — Gos- 
pel Light, pp. 35, 36. 

There, reader, you have it, with all its beauties. But let us 
analyze this strange compound, and learn the wonderful affinity 
the parts have for each other. 

We are told, that, with our views concerning spirits, the text 
proves too much for us ; as the spirits of the wicked and the right-_ 
eous both go to one place. But how is this made out? He 
himself states before he gets through, that the text refers only 
to the righteous, —to those who ‘‘ remember their Creator,”’ &c. 

Nothing is proved, then, save that the man has contradicted 
himself. In a subsequent publication Mr. C. says, ‘‘ The text 
affirms that the spirit returns to God who gave it. Now, the 
text applies to all mankind, and they all must be happy ; for if 
all return to God in a conscious state, they must, of necessity, be 
in his presence ; and David says, ‘ In thy presence is fulness of 
joy’ (Ps. xvi. 11).”’ — Mat. Serip., p. 18. 

In this way Mr. C. makes us teach Universalism. But with 
equal force we reply that they all must be miserable: for if they. 
all return to God in a conscious state, they must, of necessity, be 
in his hands; and Paul says, ‘“ It is a fearful thing to fall into 
the hands of the living God.’ — Heb. x. 31. 


One argument proves as much as the other. Neither proves 
8 
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any thing. The last member of the text establishes neither 
the future bliss nor misery of the returning spirit. When it 
goes to God, he will make a disposition of it according to its 
deserts. 

Then just look at his use of the Scriptures, where he makes 
the candle of the Lord and the candle of the wicked to mean the 
same thing! He quotes, ‘‘The paths of their way are turned 
aside ; they go to nothing and perish:” and thus he concludes 
that the text (Eccl. xii. 7) is ‘‘a dead-shot to immortal-soulism.”’ 
That is, he brings these texts to prove that the spirit named in 
Keel. xii. 7 goes to nothing, and perishes. Mark that. He 
next lugs in Keel. iii. 19-21 as another ‘‘ dead-shot,’’ leaving 
out of the quotation this sentence, ‘‘as the one dieth, so dieth the 
other,’ which rendered the text not quite literal enough for Mr. 
C.’s design ; showing most clearly that the equality of men and 
brutes here named has respect merely to the death of the body, 
while there is a difference with respect to their spirits. Beasts 
die and go to dust, and so do men; but the spirit of the beast 
_ goes downward, and the spirit of a man goes upward, showing 
that the spirit of a man is not ‘‘ the spirit which is common with 
lower animals,”’ as Mr. C. asserts. The matter may be reduced to 
this: the writer is either speaking of the end of man’s mortal state 
only, not desiring to intimate that he had no separable part ; or he 
is speaking of the whole nature and destiny of man, and asserting 
that in no respect has man in his destiny a pre-eminence over the 
beasts. The former is evidently the truth. But if there are 
those who will so beastify themselves as to entertain the latter 
opinion, namely, that man has absolutely no pre-eminence over 
the beasts, consistency requires of them to adopt, as an article of 
their belief, that all the beasts will be raised from the dead, and 
be judged by Christ at his coming, when the righteous beasts 
will be made immortal, and the wicked beasts destroyed! (Sec. 
LXL.) 

Mr. C. shows us that he, or some one else, has a smattering 
of Hebrew, and takes occasion to teach by it that the spirit of 
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man named in the text means the breath. So when a man dies, 
it is the last portion of air that he chances to breathe that re- 
turns to God who gave it! We are informed, too, that at death 
the spirit of man goes to nothing and perishes ; and immediately 
‘we are told, with equal positiveness, that the spirit named is the 
spirit of Christ, and is a never-dying spirit ! 

Now, what is proved by this very remarkable exposition of 
this simple and plain text? 

1. He has proved, in his way, that ‘the spirit’? (Heel. xii. 
7) is the candle of the Lord, meaning the same thing with the 
candle of the wicked, which shall be put out. 

2. He has proved, in his way, that ‘‘ the spirit’ (Kecl. xii. 
7) is the breath of man, which goes to nothing when the body 
dies. . 

3. He has proved, in his way, that ‘‘ the spirit”’ (Kecl. xii. 7) 
is the never-dying spirit of Christ. 

4. He has proved, in his way, that the breath of man and the 
spirit of Christ are one and the same thing; and therefore, as the 
spirit of Christ is a never-dying spirit, the breath of man is a 
never-dying breath ; and also as the breath or spirit of man is 
a dying spirit, so the spirit of Christ is a dying spirit ! 

All this we are to consider as the result of interpreting the 
Scriptures Literally, in opposition to the monstrosities of the 
spiritualizers ! 

In his subsequent publication, referred to above, Mr. C. says, 
‘* A correct rendering of the latter clause of the text, Eccl. xii. 
7 is, ‘Then shall the life return to God who gave it.’’’ Pray, 
what life? Not spiritual life, for Mr. C. ridicules the idea. 
He also ridicules the idea of soul-life as a distinct entity. What 
life, then, is it? Is it animal life? Is animal life an entity 
capable of leaving the body and returning to God? If so, then 
there was an entity superadded to the dust when it was put in 
motion. This will not be admitted. And then does not animal 
life die with the body? Can animal life exist separate from the 
animal whose life it is? Mr. C.’s work upon this text reminds 
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one of a fox with several holes to his den. Hunt him in one, 
and he resorts to another. Will Mr. C. now run out in another 
direction, and take the position as seen in the foregoing article 
from his book, namely, that it is the spirit of Christ which re- 
turns to God who gave it? ‘‘ Observe,” he says, ‘‘ the text ap- 
plies to all mankind.” Now, if the spirit of Christ is in all 
mankind, so that, when they die, it returns to God, then all are 
Christians. Here, then, is Universalism with a witness! Says 
another of their writers, ‘‘ When man dies, that which came from 
the earth returns to the earth; and that breath of life which God 
breathed into his nostrils returns to him in the expanse of heaven.” 
— Unity of Man, p. 32. ; 

But is not God the creator or giver of earth as well as of air? 
If so, how does the breath (spirit) return to God any more than 
the dust (body) returns to him? How does air from a dead man 
go to God, by going out into ‘‘the expanse of heaven,’’ any 
more than the dust of a dead body returns to him by going into 
the earth ? | 

One shuffle in Mr. Campbell’s work upon this passage is, that 
the spirit named means the spirit of Christ. So it is the spirit 
of Christ which returns to God. By the spirit of Christ in the 
Christian we can understand nothing more than that the temper 
or disposition of the mind is Christlike. But is this a substance 
or thing that leaves the body at death, and returns to God? 
What is the mind, according to our materialists? Mr. Campbell 
shall answer. He says, ‘‘ No Scripture or philosophy has ever 
been shown to prove the mind is any thing more than an attribute © 
of living, organized dust ; and, if so, it must cease with the life 
of the body.” — Gospel Light, p. 16. 

Now, if this is so, then the mind and all its operations must 
become extinct at death ; and, of course, there can be nothing to 
return to God. But Mr. C., in a subsequent publication, 
seems to have abandoned the spirit-of-Christ perversion, and says, 
‘A correct way of rendering the latter clause of the text Eecl. 
xii. 7 is, ‘Then shall the Ufe return to God who gave it.’”? — 
Materialism Scrip., p. 12. 
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Mr. Storrs says, “‘It returns to God who gave it, and as 
certainly to the same condition or state as it was before it was 
given, as that the dust ‘returns to the earth as it was’ pre- 
vious to the creation of man ; that is, the man is dissolved, the 
spirit of life is withdrawn, and all life and sense ceases.’’ — 
Discussion, p. 43. 

By ‘‘ life”? and ‘the spirit of life,’ we understand these 
writers to mean what is commonly called animal life. So it is 
animal life that returns to God who gave it. But is animal life 
a substance? Is it a distinct entity, so that it can go in one direc- 
tion while the body can go in another? What folly to talk of 
animal life, which becomes extinct at the death of the body, as 
returning to God! A nonentity returning to God! But should 
it be replied that by fe is meant not animal, but moral life, that 
life which consists in the right use of animal life, we reply that 
the same argument lies against this assumption as against the - 
other notion ; for is the right use of animal life a substance or 
an entity capable of returning to God ? 

What better evidence could we have of the warfare of these 
writers with the truth than their jargon upon this plain portion of 
God’s word. Suppose, for a moment, that this text was not in 
the Bible, and two persons were in dispute concerning the soul 
after death, and a third person standing by should say, ‘‘ Friends, 
we must all die; and when that event comes, then shall the dust 
return to the earth as it was, but the spirit shall return to God 
who gave it:’’ would any doubt for a moment which side he es- 
poused ? The truth is, it means just what it seems to mean ; and 
the straits to which these writers are driven show that their theory 
is pressed to death by this passage. See Sec. LXILI. 

Mr. Campbell has charged us with false representations in our 
* examination of his work upon this text, and more than intimates 
that we designed to make him appear ridiculous. — Mat. Serip., 
p- 30. 

If we have misstated his argument, it can be seen; as the 
whole of it is before the reader. All we have done has been to 
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expose his unwarranted interpretation, his gross perversion, of 
God’s word. If that causes him to appear to disadvantage, it is 
his own fault. The truth is, his work upon this text is of itself 
ridiculous, and needs no effort to make it appear so; and as for 
the author of such exegesis, we leave him to be estimated by the 
reader. 


VI.—‘‘ And every creature which is in heaven, and on the 
‘earth, and under the earth, and such as are in the sea, and 
all that are in them, heard I saying, Blessing and honor and 
glory and power be unto Him that sitteth upon the throne, 
and unto the Lamb for ever and ever.”’ — Rev. v. 13. 

In reviewing Dr. Post’s work, Mr. Storrs quotes this text, and 
says, ‘‘ The time shall come when every living intelligence shall 
praise God and the Lamb ; and our author may take which horn 
of the dilemma suits him best, — the universal conversion of the 
Devil and his children, or their universal annihilation. We he- 
lieve in the latter.’? — Man’s Dest., p. 98. 

We have been told for the hundredth time by Universalists, 
that Prof. Stuart said, in controversy with Dr. Channing, that 
spiritual worship is here intended ; and also that here we have an 
instance of the common periphrasis of the Hebrew and New-Tes- 
tament writers for the universe: and the inference drawn by them 
is, that, if all the universe worship the Lamb, then the whole race 
will be saved. That the whole universe is here intended is doubt- 
less correct ; but, with all deference to Prof. Stuart, with the Bible 
for our guide, we must dissent from his opinion that spiritual wor- 
ship is intended. If spiritual worship is designed, then we have 
the whole universe — planets, angels, men, beasts, birds, fishes, 
creeping things, in a word, all animate and inanimate creation — 
engaged init, speaking a language, and ascribing blessing, honor, 
glory, and power to God and the Lamb; and, to carry out the 
Universalist idea, these are to be all holy and happy. The 
human race form but’a small part of the universe. Christ sent 
his apostles to preach the gospel to every creature (Mark xvi.,15) ; 
but the subject, the implied ability of those to whom it was sent 
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to receive or reject it, shows, that, by this, moral agents are 
intended who are inhabitants of the earth ; but in the case before 

us, not only is every creature which is in heaven, earth, under the 
s earth, and in the sea, but all that are in them, giving these 
ascriptions. But should the position be taken that the human 
race only is intended, or should the materialists say that only the 
good who survive the destruction of the wicked are meant, then 
they gain nothing. Observe, the assumption is, that the revelator 
had a view of purified beings as existing in the future state. 
Now, if purified human beings are intended by ‘‘ every creature,” 
and their so-called spiritual worship is evidence of their salvation, 
a difficulty is at once encountered by the fact that these creatures, 
or human beings, doing this worship, are 7 heaven, on the 
earth, under the earth, and in the sea! But will those who are 
glorified after the resurrection be a part of them in heaven, a part 
on the earth, a part under the earth, and another part in the sea? 
Yet to such a conclusion are we driven by such premises. The 
truth is, this figurative passage from the most figurative book of 
all the Bible was never designed to teach either thg salvation 
of all men, or that pure state of the universe of which our ma- 
terialists have so much to say, when all the wicked shall have 
been annihilated. Its sole design is to give a luminous descrip- 
tion of the glory of Him that sitteth upon the throne, and the 
Lamb ; hence the whole universe is personified, and represented 
as uniting in ascriptions of praise to them. These and other con- 
siderations which they may suggest, will serve to show the reader 
that no support, either to Universalism or materialism, is derived 
from this text. 


VIL. —‘‘ And have hope towards God, which they themselves 
allow, that there shall be a resurrection of the dead, both of 
the just and unjust.’’ — Acts xxiv. 15. 


Denying, as Mr. Storrs does, the resurrection of the unjust, 
this text is a mountain in the way of his progress. But he is a 
bold man ; so he takes upon himself the task of removing it. At 
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first he seems to falter, and says, ‘‘ This text would have great 
weight on the question, if there were no opposing considerations.”’ 
And pray, what text is there in the Bible but may be met, by, 
men who idolize theories, with opposing considerations? But 
he gathers courage. The text must be broken down, or his theory 
is shown to be glaringly false; so a little ingenuity brings 
out the following novelty as the truthful sentiment of the 
plain-spoken Paul: ‘‘The idea of the apostle is clearly this: 
the Jews, by holding to a resurrection of both classes in fact, ad- 
mitted Paul’s hope, which hope embraced only the just: the 
Jews’ doctrine covered Paul’s ground, but went beyond it. Inas- 
much, therefore, as the whole includes the parts, the Jews allowed 
what Paul contended for, and thus proved their complaint against 
him to be groundless.” * — Life from the Dead, p. 45. 
Without doubt, Mr. S. is entitled to all the creglit of this inven- 
tion; for probably no Christian writer of respectability can be 
found in all the past history of the church to indorse this inter- 
pretation. Could such a one be found, his aid would have been 
invoked ky Mr. 8. in this effort of his to overturn this rock of 
truth. Paul hoped for the resurrection of the dead. * But are 
not the unjust a part of the dead? Indeed, according to Mr. 
Storrs, the wicked are the only persons that are really dead ; for 
if, as his theory teaches, death, that is, what others call the death 
of the body, is the penalty of sin, then the righteous suffer it 
equally with the wicked, since both the righteous and the wicked 
thus die. But, to. escape this conclusion, he is forced to take the 
position that the righteous do not in reality die ; that theirs is but 
a temporary suspension of life. We know that the Saviour says, 
‘“‘Tfa man keep my sayings, he shall never see death ;’’ but this 
is predicated not of the body, for that dies, as all are aware. It 
can only have reference to spiritual life and death. The faithful 
believer shall never see spiritual death: his spiritual life shall 
continue ; and, if that continues, of course consciousness must con- 


* See Sec. XXIV., where this rule annihilates the doctrine of the non-resur- 
rection of the wicked. 
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tinue. This inevitable conclusion, however, Mr. S. will not ad- 
mit. But, while he rejects the doctrine of a distinct entity, capa- 
ble of a continuous enjoyment of spiritual: life after the body is 
dead, his later divulged theory drives him to take the position 
that the righteous do not guzte die, after all he has said about 
death as the complete extinction of life. Hearhim: ‘The bread 
of heaven does not preserve, in ail cases, from a temporary sus- 
pension of life ; but it does preserve from that death which the 
wicked die, and from which there is no revival into life. In that 
sense believers shall not die.”” — Life from the Dead, p. 82. 

Now, if the righteous are not, in the proper sense of the term, 
dead, then we should correct both the Bible and our mode of 
speech in reference to them. If they are only in a state of tempo- 
rary suspension, then they are not raised from the dead, but from 
suspension! And if the wicked, the only class admitted by Mr. 
S. to be really dead, are never to be raised, we ask, What becomes 
of the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead? Just substitute 
the expression ‘‘¢emporary suspension’’ for the phrase ‘‘ the 
dead,” in those passages where it occurs in the Bible in connec- 
tion with the resurrection, and Mr. 8.’s work will be seen in its 
true light. (Sec. I.) Paul seems to have known nothing of a 
resurrection from a temporary suspension of life, when he made 
his eloquent defence before Felix ; but it was ‘‘ touching the res- 
urrection of the dead’ that he was called in question, — all ‘‘ the 
dead, both of the just and unjust:’’ not a few of the dead, 
or half even; but the dead. 

‘But hope is made up of desire and expectation. If the 
apostle expected that the wicked will be made alive again, he 
could hardly desire it.” So says Mr. S.; and then he goes on 
in good Universalist style, and says (p. 45), ‘‘ Could it be an 
object of desire to see all the wicked in one vast company, weep- 
ing, wailing, crying for mercy, and mercy-deaf to all their sor- 
rows?” &c.. as if conscious that the perversion he was about to 
put forth would never alone be received by his readers, unless 
they were prepared for the reception of the dose by an appeal to 
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their sympathies. He continues: ‘‘ Paul’s hope was based upon 
a ‘promise ;’’’ and then it is inquired, ‘‘ When or where did a 
promise of God to the Fathers embrace the resurrection of the 
unjust ?”’ We might with equal force inquire, When or where 
did a promise of God to the Fathers exclude the unjust from the 
resurrection? Surely, there is nothing in Ex. iii. 6, the passage 
referred to by the Saviour (Luke xx. 37), to convey such an idea. 
See Secs: XI. and XXXV._ As it regards hope, an event may 
be hoped for as a whole, even though there should be something 
calamitous associated with it. Paul (Tit. ii. 13) looked ‘for 
that blessed hope, and the glorious appearing ”’ of Christ’; yet 
when he shall come (Rev. i. 7), there shall be wailing because 
of him. , 

Mr. Hastings, upon this passage, says, ‘‘ As it regards the in- 
timation that hope must necessarily include desire, though this 
may be true of the English word hope, it is not true of the Greek 
word ‘ ELpis,’ from which hope is translated in this passage, and 
which is defined to mean, ‘ Hope, the object of hope ; any thought 
in the future; expectation, hoping; also fear.’ — Liddell § 
Scott’s Gr. Lee. ‘Hope, trust, confidence, security, expecta- 
tion.’ —Greville Ewing's Gr. Lex. ‘Properly expectation, 
hope’ (Acts xxiv. 15, &c.).— Bagster’s Analytical Gr. Lex.” 
Again he says, ‘‘ The Greek word ‘ pROSDECHOMAL’ is very poor- 
ly rendered by ‘allow.’ Grevitte Ewive, in his Lexicon, de- 
fines it, ‘receive, accept, submit to, expect, whether with hope or 
fear.’ Lippett & Scort define it, ‘ To accept, receive favorably ; 
to wait for or expect a thing.’ Bagsrer’s Analytical Lexicon, 
‘To receive, accept, to look or wait for, expect, await.’ The uni- 
form usage in the New Testament is in the sense of expecting or 
receiving.’’ — Retribution, pp. 145-148. Mr. Hastings then - 
cites us to all the places in the New Testament where the word 
occurs, which are the following: Mark xv. 43; Luke xxii. 51; 
Luke ii. 38; Titus ii. 138; Jude 21; Luke xii. 86; Acts xxii. 
21; Luke xii. 5; Acts xxiv. 15; Rom. xvi. 2; Phil. ii. 29; and 
Heb. xii. 85. He then quotes from thirteen authors, most of 
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them men of note as biblical scholars, from Tyndale, A.D. 1534, 
down to the present century, whose comments upon this passage 
harmonize with the renderings given by the lexicons named, mak- 
ing it clear, to minds unsophisticated, that both Paul and the 
Jews expected the ‘resurrection of the dead, both of the just 
and unjust.”’ 

But the facts and the circumstances show that it was not so 
much the apostle’s design to speak of his own hope, as to state his 
belief. He is arraigned for heresy concerning the resurrection 
(ver. 21). He vindicates himself. His argument is this: ‘ If 
T am a heretic, then are my accusers heretics ; for I believe with 
them concerning the resurrection. It follows, then, that, if their 
doctrine is sound, I am unjustly accused.’”? What candid man, 
we ask, can for a moment believe that the apostle resorted to this 
most blind and obscure method, charged upon him by Mr. Storrs, 
to tell the world that he did mot believe, as the Jews did, in the 
resurrection of both classes of men, the just and the unjust ; and 
thus to mislead the Christian church for eighteen centuries, until 
Mr. Storrs should be raised up for its enlightenment ? Believe 
it who can. ' 

Mr. Hudson has devoted a short section to the ‘‘ resurrection 
of the unjust,’ in which he philosophizes as follows: ‘It is 
hard to believe that they (the unjust) are raised up by a miracle 
that ends in their destruction, or that accomplishes nothing but a 
judgment, which, in their view, appears simply vindictive. If 
they have no immortality, why are their slumbers disturbed? But 
if their resurrection is ‘connected with the redemption by a law 
that finds illustration in analogous facts, this difficulty may be 
removed. Damaged seeds that are sown, often exhaust their 
vitality, and perish in germination. And we have noted the 
fact, that insects which pass through the chrysalis state to that of 
the psyche, or butterfly, many, from injuries suffered in their origi- 
nal form, utterly perish in the transition. Now, the glad tidings | 
of the redemption, quickening and invigorating the soul with new 
life, may so far repair the injury done it in the fall, that even the 
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unbelieving, who derive many benefits therefrom in this life, may 
not altogether perish in bodily death. Not to say that the aver- 
age duration of life is greater for the gospel, it seems certain that 
life is of a higher type. Even bad men in Christendom are 
familiar with moral sentiments, great truths of humanity, which 
the heathenish intellect has not conceived. May not such truths, 
as food to the souls even of those who do not cleave to Him who 
is the Truth and the Life, cause death itself to be divided, 
as the proper effect and token of redemption? And for judg- 
ment, it is as if the unjust, hearing the voice of God in the last 
eall to life, should be putting on a glorious incorruption, and 
should perish in the act.’”? — Debt and Grace, pp. 263, 264. 
Did Mr. Hudson know that there was such a scripture as Acts 
xxiv. 15 in the Bible? Without doubt he did. Why, then, 
is he silent upon it, when writing upon the subject of the resur- 
rection of the unjust? Was. it because he was conscious that 
his philosophy could not stand before it? In the very place 
where we should expect a Christian writer to introduce the 
Scriptures upon the subject, no Scripture is either quoted or 
referred to; and we see by his index, that Acts xxiv. 15 has 
no notice whatever in his book. Unlike the ardent Mr. Storrs, 
who attacks all Scriptures which stand in his way, and breaks 
them down, no matter how, Mr. H. gives us nothing but his 
philosophy on the resurrection of the unjust; thinking, no doubt, 
that ‘‘ discretion is the better part of valor.’’ When we go 
into the garden, and see a hill of squashes just breaking ground, 
some of them coming forth vigorously, while others, from 
‘‘damaged seeds,’ start, but, in their feebleness, fail to make 
their appearance above ground, we are to consider that hill of 
squashes a symbol of the Christian resurrection! The right- 
eous come forth without difficulty ; and the wicked have ‘‘ de- 
rived so many benefits”? from ‘‘redemption,’’ that they make 
some progress in the thing, but fail to come, and ‘“‘ perish in 
the act’?! What a burlesque this upon the resurrection 
taught in the word of God, which depends not upon the 
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strength, weakness, or character of the subjects raised, but upon 
the power of God. ‘* Why should it be thought a thing incredible 
with you, that Gop should raise the dead?’ Reader, turn 
from the inventions of men to the truth of God, which so 
plainly teaches that he will raise ‘‘ the dead,’’ both the just 
and unjust. 


VILL. —‘‘ And they stoned Stephen, calling upon God, and 
saying, Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.’’ — Acts vil. 59. 


‘* We have already shown that the righteous have an undying 
spirit, that at death returns to God who gave it. If they are 
Christ’s, they have his spirit. This is the same in all 
gool men. Stephen was full of this spuit. ‘But he, being 
full of the Holy Ghost, looked steadfastly up into heaven,’ ”’ &c. 
So says Mr. Campbell, Gospel Light, p. 44. 

Thus Stephen is made to say, ‘‘ Lord Jesus, receive my Holy 
Ghost’! Seeing this was so glaringly false that it would not 
kill the text, Mr. Campbell backs straight out of it, and tries 
again. Hear him: ‘‘ But, on careful examination of the text, 
it does not appear that he prayed to the Lord to receive it.” 
Well, what twist next, to wring off the neck of truth? Why, 
it was not Stephen who said, ‘‘ Lord Jesus, receive my spirit,”’ 
but the Jews! We leave Mr. Campbell in the hands of the 
grammarians, and arraigned at the bar of the common sense of 
our readers, and pass on. Stephen is dying, and he commends 
his spirit to Christ; and David says (Psa. xxxi. 5), ‘“‘ Into thy 
hand I commit my spirit ;”’. and the dying Saviour says (Luke 
xxxlii. 46), ‘‘ Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit.”’ 
Let us ask, What does the word spirit mean in these texts? 
Does it mean the body? This will not be pretended. Does it 
signify the Holy Spirit? We have already seen that this is so 
absurd, that even Mr. Campbell dares not give full utterance to 
it. Does it mean the breath? It cannot be supposed for a 
moment that either of these wished to commend to God the 
_ last portion of air that they breathed. 
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Does it mean animal life? Animal life, of course, exists no 
longer than the animal exists. Mr. Blain says, ‘‘ When an ox 
or a man is dead, /zfe is annihilated.’” — Death not Life, p. 34. 
It means, then, as all must see, the immaterial soul, the con- 
scious being of raan. . | 

In the case of Stephen, Mr. Storrs does not well harmonize 
with his brother Campbell, either in making the text say, 
‘* Lord Jesus, receive my Holy Ghost,’’ or in asserting that the 
Jews said, ‘‘ Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.”” He brings this © 
text to the execution-block, thus: ‘‘ The original word here 
translated, receive is dexat, and signifies also, accept. The 
phrase, ‘my spirit’ is only a strong expression for me or 
myself.”” ‘‘So the sense of Stephen’s language is clearly 
this: Lord Jesus, receive or accept me.’ — Watch Tower, p. 56. 
Admit, for a moment, that Mr. 8. is correct in substituting the 
word accept for receive; then this acceptance sought by 
Stephen must have reference either to this life or the future. 
Stephen is now Living dust; and, after he is murdered, he will 
be dead dust, nothing more, according to Mr. Storrs. Was he . 
praying the Saviour for present acceptance? Had he neglected 
that work till his dying moments? He had long before this been 
accepted by Christ, for he was a faithful preacher of his gospel, 
and ‘‘full of the Holy Ghost.” This, then, could not be his 
meaning. Was he saying, ‘‘ Lord Jesus, accept me after I am 
dead’? ? Observe, the me is now living dust ; in a few minutes 
it will be only dead dust. Is he, then, praying to Christ to 
accept his battered carcase after the Jews had stoned it to their 
liking? And had he so far mistaken matters as to call that 
dead carcase my spirit? Flesh and bones are the component 
parts of a dead carcase; but the Saviour says (Luke xxiv. 
39), ‘‘a spirit hath not flesh and bones.”’ 

Such efforts to destroy the force of Scripture carry their own 
refutation with them, and show that the theory of these men is 
choked to death by the passage. The Scriptures, considered in 
this section, mean, then, just what they seem to mean ; showing 
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that the word ‘‘spirit’’ is used in the Bible to denote the 
immaterial part of man, — that part which survives the death of 
the body. 

Since the foregoing was written, we see, by Mr. Landis’s book, 
that Mr. Eilis, one of the authors of “ Bible versus Tradition,”’ 
puts forth the same perversion Mr. Campbell has in the case of 
Stephen, and says, ‘‘ The grammar of the text charges the say- 
ing, ‘ Lord Jesus receive my spirit,’ upon the wicked Jews, and 
afterwards records what Stephen did and said” (p. 98). Mr. 
L. replies thus: ‘‘To justify this criticism, the authors of this 
book make a show of quoting the expression itself in Greek. 
The original here has no various readings in MSS., and is as 
follows: ‘at éBocdhovy tov Srépavor, éixadovpevov nat dé 
youta. Kvgws “Inoov,’ &e. 

‘« This language is of the plainest and simplest form and char- 
acter: nothing therein is in any way involved. The word for 
they stoned is plural, and expresses the act of the Jews; 
while the word for invocating, or calling upon God, is singu- 
lar, and relates directly to Stephen; nor is there the remotest 
possibility of mistake in the matter by any one who under- 
stands the language sufficiently to distinguish a plural from a 
singular.”’ — Landis, p. 214. 


IX. — “‘ But they were terrified and affrighted, and supposed 
they had seen a spirit.” — Luke xxiv. 37-39. 


The disciples ‘‘ were affrighted, and supposed they had seen 
a spirit.”” The disciples were deceived in this instance as to 
fact; for it was not a spirit they saw, but the body of the 
Saviour: but they were not deceived as to theory. Mark the 
Saviour’s answer: ‘‘ A spirit hath not’ flesh and bones, as ye see 
me have.’’ He sanctioned their theory, but convinced them of 
their mistake in that instance. 

Now, on this oceasion, if ever, we may reasonably conclude, 
the Saviour, if he deemed their theory of disembodied spirits 
false, would have corrected them, and so set the church right in 
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all future time, by saying to them, ‘‘ Never let your fears he ex- 
cited in this way again ; for there is no spirit in man which can 
exist separate from the body.’’ But, instead of this, he sanctioned 
the doctrine by saying, ‘‘ A spirit (gneuma) hath not flesh and 
bones, as ye see me have,’’ A denial of spirits is mentioned as 
one of the errors of the Sadducees (Acts xxiii. 8): ‘‘ For the 
Sadducees say there is no resurrection, neither angel nor spirit ; 
but the Pharisees confess both.’’ Here we are told that the 
Sadducees deny human spirits as well as angels, but the Phari- 
sees confess both ; and Paul says, in the sixth verse, ‘“‘I am a 
Pharisee.’’ We are first told that Paul was a Pharisee, and 
then we are told what a Pharisee believes ; which is equivalent 
‘to stating to us that Paul believed what it is said the Pharisees 
believed concerning spirits. We see, too, that the word pneuwma 
denotes a departed spirit ; for here it can mean nothing else. 
Here, then, is, according to materialists, a great and destructive 
error, which, as one of them says, “lies at the root of all other 
corruptions of Scripture and the truth of God.” It being such 
an error, how should we expect the Saviour would treat it, since 
he came to bear testimony unto the truth, and, of course, to 
destroy error? Should we not look for a faithful exposure and 
rebuke ? How, think you, would one of our zealous teachers of 
materialism have treated the subject ? The course of the Saviour 
can never be accounted for on any other principle than that 
materialism is false. (Sec. XXXII.) Furthermore, Christ not 
only failed to correct the doctrine of disembodied spirits, which 
was so current in his time, but he did actually and pointedly 
rebuke the materialism of the Sadducees (Luke xx. 37, 38) ; 
asserting that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were then living, al- 
though their bodies had been dead for ages; and then, to render 
the argument complete, the Son of God himself declares that 
the body may be killed by those who ‘‘are not able to kill the 
soul’? (Matt. x. 28), which would not be true if the soul dies 
with the body, as our materialists contend. In view of these 
facts, how antichristian is materialism! (See Sec. XXIII.) 
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X. — ‘‘ For which cause we faint not ; but though our outward 
man perish, yet the inward man is renewed day by day.” 
— 2 Cor. iv. 16. 

The weakness of a bad cause is frequently betrayed by the 
means resorted to for its support. We give Mr. Campbell’s 
remarks entire upon this Scripture. He says, ‘‘ From this text, 
it is often inferred, as Paul spake of an outer and inner man, 
man must be a double entity, having one real man inside 
of another. To this we have no great objection, but insist on 
knowing what the inner man is. It cannot be the immortal soul, 
for that cannot be renewed day by day: immortality is an 
unchangeable attribute. What is it, then? It is the second 
Adam. Proof, —Col. i. 27... . . ‘which is Christ in you 
the hope of glory: the mystery which hath been hid from ages, 

... but now is made manifest to his saints.” Again 
(2 Cor. xii. 5): ‘Know ye not your own selves, how that 
Jesus Christ is in you, except ye be reprobates?’. This was 
Paul’s inner man.”? — Gospel Light, p. 41. 

The writer would cast dust in our eyes by stating that 
‘‘ immortality is an unchangeable attribute,’”’ and, therefore, the 
soul cannot change in any sense. But did ever any one contend 
that immortality was the only attribute of the soul ? 

This can be regarded only as an attempt to raise a false issue. 
Paul says of those who behold the glory of the Lord (2 Cor. iii. 
18), that they ‘‘are changed into the same image from glory 
to glory, even as by the spirit of the Lord.’’ What was 
changed into this image? The bodies of Paul and his breth- 
ren? None will contend for a thought so, absurd. Their 
conscious souls were thus changed, or the inner man, as the text 
has it. See the consistency of this expounder. The immortal 
soul of man cannot change, because immortality is an unchange- 
able attribute; but Christ, who is declared in the Bible to be 
‘‘the same yesterday, to-day, and forever ’’ (Heb. xiii. 8), that is, 
unchangeable, was the apostle’s inner man, and, as such, was 
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renewed day by day. This forms the very climax of absurdity. 
Christ, the immaculate and changeless Redeemer, is renewed 
day by day! It is only error that demands such work with the 
Seriptures. 

But Mr. Storrs does not agree with his brother C. in his 
method of destroying this text. He will have it that the inward 
man means the mind. But donot the whole tribe of materialists 
contend that the mind, of necessity, decays and ceases with the 
body? Why does not Mr. Storrs put it in plain English, and 
make Paul say, that, while the body decays, the attribute of that 
body increases in vigor? or that, while the bell is cracked 
and falling to pieces, the sound grows stronger and clearer? The 
renewal of the inward man means, says Mr. Storrs, ‘‘ that he 
found in his mind increasing comfort in God’’ (Dise. p. 23), 
as the body decayed. Now, as the mind, according to his 
theory, is but an attribute of the body, it must, of necessity, 
decay and cease its operations with the body ; and to say that the 
religious enjoyments of Paul were increasing, while his mind was 
decaying, is but to indorse the old infidel slang; namely, ‘‘ the 
greater the fool, the happier Christian.”’ 

Although Messrs. 8S. & C. disagree in what constitutes the 
inner man, yet they do agree in raising a false issue concerning 
immortality ; hence Mr. Storrs says, ‘‘ Immortality needs no 
renewing, and is totally incapable of such a process.’? — Disc. p. 
23. But who ever said that it did? If existence was the only 
attribute of the soul, there would be some force in this. It is the 
inward man, not the existence of the inward man, that is 
renewed day by day. Paul had reference to the moral attributes 
of the soul of a Christian, and not to its mere endurance. No 
honest, unsophisticated mind, it would seem, would ever conceive 
of such interpretations as are given by these authors; and 
the fact that they are driven to it shows how forcibly the text 
presses against their system. Man, by this Scripture, is seen to 
be a compound being. 
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XI.— “I knew a man in Christ above fourteen years ago, 
(whether in the body I cannot tell; or whether out of the 
body I cannot tell).’’ — 2 Cor. xii. 2. 


This clearly teaches that there is a conscious entity which can 
exist a the body or out of the body. No man who believes, as 
Mr. Storrs teaches, that man is not a compound being, that the 
body is the soul, could employ such language to convey his 
views. Had Paul been inspired to teach that the soul cannot 
exist separate from the body, he could not have entertained this 
doubt fora moment. But, believing that he might exist either 
in the body or out of the body, in his high rapture he could not 
tell where he was. 

This passage is such a standing protest against the views of 
materialists, that but little is said about it by their leading 
writers ; for to even call attention to it is an effort against them- 
selves. Mr. Z. Campbell, who isa bold man, after quoting it, 
ventures the following: ‘‘ Well, if Paul could not tell whether 
the man was in the body or out, Mr. G. cannot; hence, he can- 
not tell whether the text proves the immortality of the soul, or 
not; therefore we will let it pass.” — Materialism Scrip., 
p. 45. In this way he slips over it, as if conscious that to say 
more would weaken his cause. 

What senseless jargon Paul has uttered about being ‘‘ in the 
body and out of the body,”’ if there is no entity that can possi- 
bly exist out of the body ! 


XII. — “‘ For we know, that if our earthly house of this taber- 
nacle were dissolved, we have a building of God, an house 
not made with hands, eternal ¢ in the heavens,” &c. — 2 Cor. 


v. 1-9. 


This passage, like many others, the materialists find difficult 
to dispose of. Mr. Storrs begins his effort with the following 
concession: ‘‘ It is readily allowed that this passage seems to 
teach the doctrine of the soul’s separate state, and immediate 


felicity in that state.’” —W. Tower, p. 45. ‘‘This,’’ he says, 
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‘is to be attributed to the fact that such doctrines are so gen- 
erally taught and accredited.’’ Yes, Mr. Storrs: such doctrines 
always will be accredited so long as this and many other texts 
of like import remain in the Bible. It should be understood 
that the work of dividing the Scriptures into chapters and verses 
was not the work of the writers, but was subsequently done for 
convenience sake. Now, let the honest inquirer take his Bible, 
and read the last three verses of chapter fourth, and the first 
nine verses of chapter fifth; and what will he find taught there, 
if it is not that there is an intelligence capable of an existence 
separate from the body? The whole treatment of this passage 
by Mr. Storrs shows most conclusively that his effort is not to 
bring out the obvious teachings of the text, but to destroy it, 
and make a smoke to bewilder the reader. He first concedes 
what the ‘‘ passage seems to teach,’’ and then that natural and 
common-sense impression is attributed to the influence of tradi- 
tion ; then comes a characteristic course of quibbling negatives, 
stating what Paul did not say, &c. Among other things Paul 
did not say, is, he ‘‘says nothing of the blissful interval be- 
tween death and the resurrection.” We might inquire, does 
Paul say any thing, in so many words, about a blissful state 
after the resurrection? or about going into nonentity for bun- 
dreds or thousands of years? or about the sleep of the soul? or 
about a state of ‘“‘suspension’’? (Sec. VII.) How force- 
less are such arguments! And yet such arguments are abso- 
lutely necessary to make a smoke under which to murder the 
text. After jumping about, over more than four pages of his 
book, Mr. Storrs gives the sense of the passage as follows: 
‘““The substance of Paul’s statement is, that he earnestly de- 
sired the arrival of resurrection, that he might be possessed of 
his spiritual and immortal nature’ (p. 49). 

An attempt at refutation is unnecessary; but we will just 
ask, if Paul designed this, did he not adopt, to say the least, 
a very awkward mode of expressing it ? 

Another very valiant man is Mr. Campbell, who, not seeming 
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to have thought of Mr. Storrs’s method, brings his acute logic 
to bear upon this troublesome passage. So fruitful are his 
inventive powers, that two methods, widely differing from each 
other, and as widely from that of his brother Storrs, seem to 
have presented themselves to his active mind almost at the same 
instant ; and, as he has published them both, we are at liberty, 
it is supposed, to judge which of them does the most execution, 
or which should secure the patent right of invention, — Mr. 
Campbell or Mr. Storrs. 

Mr Campbell first refers to 1 Cor. v. 2, 3; and, quoting 
Col. ii. 5, says, ‘‘ Here it appears that Paul was in the habit 
of being absent from the body, and present elsewhere, while 
alive ; and there was no more need of his dying, to be present 
with the Lord, than there was for him to be present with his 
absent brethren at Corinth or Colosse.’’ But this seems to 
have looked so absurd, even to Mr. Campbell, that he abandons 
it at once; and what next? Why, he will have it now that the 
apostle is not speaking of his own body, but of his church 
relations. He says: ‘‘ In this house we do groan: not because 
we wish this church-fellowship to be broken, but because we 
wish to be clothed upon with our house from h-aven, or to be 
embodied in the church triumphant in heaven.’? — Gospel 
Light, p. 41. 

Paul, then, is not speaking of his own body, but of his 
church relation! This is his ¢mproved interpretation. But 
this perversion is equally gross with the first. Look at it for a 
moment. Paul says, ‘‘ Knowing that while we are at home in 
the body, we are absent from the Lord” (ver. 6). That is, 
while we are in the church, we are absent from the Lord; but 
Paul is ‘‘willing rather to be absent from the body (the 
church), and to be present with the Lord ’’ (ver. 8). 

But how, upon Mr. Campbell’s theory, tould the apostle 
expect to be present with the Lord if he left the church, any 
more than though he remained? Paul left the church 
militant eighteen hundred years ago; and up to this hour, 
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according to Mr. Campbell’s theory, he is no more present with 
the Lord than an unconscious stone! Mark the expressions in 
the passage: ‘‘at home in the body,” and ‘absent from the 
body.” If these sentences do not convey the idea of an entity 
capable of existing in the body or out of -the body, then lan- 
guage is a failure. What materialist would ever employ such 
language concerning himself, in the event of death ? 

At another time Mr. Campbell writes hus: speaking of Phil. 
i 23, he says, ‘‘ No wonder Paul had a desire to depart, and be 
with Christ ; but it was not a desire to be with him in a disem- 
bodied state, or as a naked soul... . . He declares (2 Cor. 
v. 4) that he did not desire to be unclothed.’’ — Mat. Serip., p. 
14. This 1s a virtual admission that there was something of 
Paul, capable of desire, that could be unclothed by death. 
What was that intelligent something? Is there any sense in 
saying that the mind, entirely dependent upon physical organi- 
zation, 1s unclothed when death occurs? If man is not a com- 
pound being, what is the we dwelling and groaning in the 
‘*tabernacle ;”’ the we ‘‘at home in the body ;’’ the we which 
can be ‘‘ absent from the body, and be present with the Lord ;”’ 
the we who ‘“know that if owr earthly house of this tabernacle 
were dissolved,’’ we have a heavenly building ? 

The honest mind perceives at once that the sentiment is, that 
men may be absent from the body in a conscious state; that 
there is something in man not dependent upon the body. The 
body is called a house, or tabernacle. The figure is a plain one. 
We dwell in houses; but no man of right mind ever thought, 
from this circumstance, that he must decay and tumble down 
with his house, being inseparably connected with it. He can 
leave the house, and let it fall by itself. 

The apostle Peter uses the same figure in view of his death : 
‘«‘ Yea, I think it meet, as long as I am in this tabernacle, to 
stir you up by putting you in remembrance; knowing that 
shortly I must put off this my tabernacle, even as our Lord 
Jesus Christ hath showed me. Moreover, I will endeavor that 7 
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ye may be able, after my decease, to have these things always 
in remembrance’ (2 Pet. i. 138-15). 

Peter was 7m the tabernacle, and not a part of the organized 
dust itself; and, at his death, he is to put off the tabernacle, not 
go down into the grave with it. Admit that the soul and body 
are distinct, and may be separated, and all is plain; but assume 
that the soul dies with the body, and the passage is reduced to 
nonsense. 


XII. — ‘* For to me to live is Christ, and to die ts gain. But 
if I live in the flesh, this is the fruit of my labor: yet what I 
shall choose, I wot not. For Lam in a stratt betwixt two, 
having a desire to depart, and to be with Christ, which ts far 
better: nevertheless, to abide in the flesh 1s more needful for 
you.’ — Phil. i. 21-24. 


Mr. Storrs, in his Tract No. 2, makes quite a parade, to give, 
if possible, the appearance that the contrast here is ‘‘ not be- 
tween life or death, but between life and death on the one 
hand, and being with Christ on the other.” 

Every honest reader of the Bible will see at a glance that 
the contrast is between living “‘in the flesh’’ (ver. 22), abiding 
‘in the flesh”’ (ver. 24), on the one hand, and departing ‘to 
be with Christ,’’ on the other. To establish this needs no ar- 
gument, as the passage is before the reader. Paul is divided in 
his feeling, having two objects before him, which seem to stand 
opposed to each other; namely, his own happiness and the well- 
being of his brethren. For his own sake, he desires to die and 
depart; to be with Christ: which would be far better for him 
than to continue in this world. But, for the good of his Chris- 
tian brethren, he would remain. ‘‘ To abide in the flesh,” says 
he, ‘‘ is more needful for you.” 

It is evident, from the whole scope of this passage, that Paul 
expected to be’ with Christ ¢mmediately on his departure. 
_ Fix any other sense upon it, and the whole pertinency and force 
of the passage is lost; for, if there is no conscious existence 
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between death and the resurrection, how could he expect to be 
with Christ any sooner by dying than by living? If this were 
so, he could accomplish both objects at the same time; and, con- 
sequently, there could be no opposition between his desires. He 
could do that which was needful for his brethren, and be with 
Christ, just as soon, after he had lived in this world a hundred 
years longer, as he could if he departed that instant. Accord- 
ing to this doctrine, the apostle’s strait was only imaginary : 
it was a creature of his own brain. ‘‘To die is gain.”’ But 
can gain be predicated of a nonentity? Paul had a desire to 
depart and leave the flesh; but what departs from the flesh if 
the soul dies and goes into the grave with the flesh, or if the 
body is the soul, as Mr. Storrs teaches? (Sec. I.) With this 
view, how could he be any more with Christ at the resurrection, 
thousands of years in the future, by dying, than he could be by 
living a longer time to serve the church? To say that Paul was 
prompted to this feeling by a desire for the resurrection is sim- 
ply absurd. Does the death or life of any man either hasten 
or retard the resurrection? He had a desire to depart and be 
with Christ. But pray bow can a man de with another when 
he has no being at all, any more than he had before he was cre- 
ated? But it would be ‘far better.”” When Paul says, ‘‘ Yor 
me to live is Christ,” he declares his present Christian life to be 
a source of high spiritual enjoyment. Would a plunge into 
dark unconsciousness for an indefinite period be better than the 
active service of Christ? Were the high religious enjoyments 
of Paul no better than blank nothingness? But, inasmuch as 
the immediate future bliss of God’s people is far superior to the 
highest state of spiritual enjoyment here, we can easily conceive 
how, under outward afflictive cireumstances, a holy man might 
desire to depart and be with Christ, and yet not shrink from 
the trials and responsibilities of life. This was Paul’s feeling. 
Mr. Storrs attempts to batter down this rock of truth as fol- 
lows: ‘‘Paul’s ‘desire to depart’ was manifestly a desire for a 
translation, after the example of Enoch, so as not to see death.” 
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— W. Tower, p. 42. ‘Was manifestly,’ &. But where is 
this manifested? Certainly not in the passage under considera- 
tion ; for not a word is there said about being translated as Enoch 
was. Paul is talking about dying, and not about being trans- 
lated. He is talking about departing from the flesh, and not 
about being taken up into heaven, flesh and all. 

It is a common thing, with those who write or speak upon the 
Bible, to employ language the exact form of which is not found 
in the Bible, to express their doctrinal views ; and none are more 
in the habit of this than our modern materialists: yet they often 
urge, as an argument against our views, the circumstance that 
we sometimes use such language. No polemical writers, the 
Universalists not excepted, play more at this game than do the 
propagators of materialism. Mr. Storrs, in common with others, 
resorts to this sophistry, if such it may be called. He says, 
‘There is not a text in all the Bible that saith man is immortal, 
or that he hath an immortal soul.” — W. Tower, p. 41. (See. 
LXXVI.) 

Such arguments (!) are made by crafty men, not to sway in- 
telligent, but ignorant minds. Does the absence of such expres- 
sions in the Bible prove that man will not exist forever? We 
ask, Where has Paul, ia any of his epistles, said that he de- 
sired to be translated as Enoch was? Please give us the exact 
language, Mr. Storrs. Without, however, demanding the exact 
language, we say that there is nothing to support this idea but 
Mr. S.’s naked assertion, put forth to obviate a difficulty he can- 
not fairly meet. 

But Paul desired to be translated,‘‘ so as not to see death.”’ 
So far is Paul from expressing such a desire, that is, ‘‘ not to see 
death,” that he expresses just the opposite; namely, a desire to 
depart from the flesh: and says, ‘‘to die is gain;’’ and thus, as 
plainly as language can do it, contradicts the assumption of Mr. 
Storrs. 

Some, in utter violation of the grammatical sense, attempt to 
show that the gain named in the passage refers not to Paul, but 
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to Christ. This needs no refutation; as it refutes itself, and 
shows the weakness of the cause it is designed to support. 

Mr. C. F’. Hudson seems not quite prepared to adopt the ex- 
treme materialism of his co-adjutors, but holds that the soul exists 
separate from the body in a state of inaction till the resurrec- 
tion; and thinks ‘‘ that the hopes of Paul were centred not on 
the event of death, but of the resurrection.’’ — Debt and Grace, 
pp. 257, 263. 

He enters into a Griticism on the Greek, to show that the 
phrase rendered ‘‘ to depart” may signify ‘‘to return” or “ the 
release.” We fail to see any great benefit to Mr. Hudson’s 
cause, if the phrase was so rendered. But in the absence of 
solid argument, a smoke is sometimes raised. If Mr. H. 
would make the apostle say that he had ‘‘a desire to return and 
be with Christ, which is far better,’ we are led to inquire, 
Return where? Had the apostle been with Christ in a pre-exist- 
ent state? Are we to explain this on the principle set forth in 
Rev. E. Beecher’s ‘‘ Conflict of Ages’’? If so, what becomes of 
the theory set forth by that class of annihilationists who deny that 
there is any thing of man that can exist separated from the body ? 
We can see no other interpretation to be given of ‘‘ returning to 
Christ ’’ but the one above ; namely, that of pre-existence. But 
as no one among men has even an indistinct recollection of such 
an existence, and as the Bible is entirely silent concerning it, we 
conclude that it has no foundation in fact, and that it is a fic- 
titious idea, to be ranked with that vain philosophy of men, 
against which we are so faithfully warned (Col. ii. 9). 


XIV. — “‘ Nevertheless, man being in honor abideth not: he is 
like the beasts that perish.’’ — Psa. xlix. 12. 


Some seem quite anxious to bring themselves to a level with 
the brutes; hence it has been assumed, that, as the whole beast 
perishes, therefore the whole sinner must go to nothing. In re- 
ply, we assert that materialists cannot prove that the spirit of a 
beast does not live after death. But, without contending for this, 
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we ask, Are beasts to be raised from the dead, to be judged, and 
undergo the second death? And if they are not, how is man, 
that abideth not, like the beasts that perish? This is easily an- 
swered upon our principles ; for the bodies of both die and go to 
dust, which is the only point of comparison in the text. But if 
man is unqualifiedly like the beasts that perish, then he will not 
be raised, judged, rewarded, and punished ; for we presume that 
our opponents will not assert that the brutes are to be judged by 
Christ at his coming, and a part of them to be annihilated, and a 
part glorified. Is it replied that the expression, ‘‘ they shall 
never see light”? (ver. 20) implies that the wicked will never be 
raised? Then the saying, ‘‘ The eye of him that hath seen me 
shall see me no more’”’ (Job vii. 8) teaches that Job will never 
be raised. or the results of such an arbitrary interpretation, 
irrespective of subject, see Section XLVILI. 


XV.— ‘for if the dead rise not, then is not Christ raised: 
and if Christ be not raised, your faith is vain; ye are yet 
in your sins. Then they also which are fallen asleep in 
Christ are perished.’’— 1 Cor. xv. 16-18. 


The apostle is here portraying the fatal consequences, to 
the whole Christian system, of denying the resurrection: that 
by it Christ was made a deceiver, the apostles false witnesses ; 
and that, if the gospel could be thus stripped of the evidence 
it derives from the resurrection of its Author, then every other 
doctrine pertaining to it must fall. Then the world must be 
left without Christianity, without any light respecting the fu- 
ture, and all must be as dark and dreary as paganism. They 
had experienced present salvation from the guilt of sin through 
the atonement; and some had suffered all manner of indig- 
nities for their religion. But the apostle shows that a denial 
of the resurrection is equivalent to a rejection of the whole gospel 
plan, and thus the world would be left without any hope respect- 
ing the future. An examination of the scope of the apostle’s 
reasoning will show this to be correct; and not that there is no 
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conscious existence if the body is not alive. This latter view 
makes the apostle contradict himself; therefore it must be false : 
for he tells us explicitly in Philippians, first chapter, that he had 
a ‘‘desire to depart and be with Christ,’’ which was far better 
than to live in the flesh; and, again (2 Cor. v. 8): he was 
‘‘ willing rather to be absent from the body, and to be present 
with the Lord.”’ This shows that Paul could be absent from the 
body in a conscious state before the resurrection ; and, of course, 
an opposite sentiment is not taught in 1 Cor. xv. 

Furthermore, Paul is not only made to contradict himself by 
such an interpretation, but also to contradict the Saviour, when 
he says, ‘‘ Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to 
kill the soul’ (Matt. x. 28). (Sec. XXV.) Now, if man is a 
unit, in the sense of our opponents, then every persecutor who 
has put to death a man for adherence to Christ has killed a soul ; 
and thus is the Great Teacher contradicted by this false theory. 
Again: if perish means extinction of conscious being, as oppo- 
nents assert, then not perishing must mean a continuance of con- 
scious being. (Sec. LX VIII.) Now, as Paul teaches that those 
who have fallen asleep in Christ have not perished, they must, 
therefore, have a conscious being. Is this admitted? By no 
means. ‘The theory of our opponents says that saints, and all 
others who have died since the world began, are to-day as un- 
conscious as the rocks in the mountains. What a libel on the 
gospel of Christ is this materialism ! 


XVI.—‘‘ The dead know not any thing.”’ — Keel. ix. 5. 


This sentence, torn out of its connection, is often quoted with 
an air of triumph, as teaching the extinction of the soul. Now, 
we might despatch this at a stroke, and admit that all of a man 
that is dead knows not any thing; and then throw the burden of 
proof upon our opponents to show that the soul is dead. To 
say that it is, is taking for granted what should be proved. We 
deny it. But if it is still assumed that by “the dead” the 
whole man is intended, it is ag fatal to their theory as our own; 
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for their theory includes the idea of a resurrection and judgment, 
when the wicked will be stricken out of existence, and the right- 
eous rewarded with eternal life. Add the sentence to this text 
from which it is detached, and it reads thus: ‘‘ The dead know not 
any thing, nevther have they any more areward.”’ It will be seen 
at once, that, if we give the whole passage the rigid interpretation 
that our opponents do the first member, then men are not re- 
warded at the judgment, as the Scriptures elsewhere assert. In 
a word, blank nothingness only awaits all our race in the future. 
There is no avoiding this conclusion. The destructionists would 
not be reconciled to this. Let us look at the passage in its con- 
nection, and see if we cannot extricate them from their perilous 
situation. It reads, ‘‘ For to him that is joined to all the living, 
there is hope: for a living dog is better than a dead lion. For 
the living know that they shall die: but. the dead know not any 
thing, neither have they any more a reward ; for the memory of 
them is forgotten. Neither have they any more a portion forever 
_in any thing that is done under the sun.”’ It is clear, from the 

context, that Solomon is speaking of things which take place in 
this world. Dr. Clarke’s note evidently gives the true senti- 
ment: ‘ The dead know not any thing. Cut off from life, they 
know nothing of what passes under the sun. Their day of 
probation is ended ; and, therefore, they can have no further a 
reward in living a holy life: nor can they be liable to any further 
punishment for crimes in a state of probation, that being ended.”’ 
Thus we see that the passage itself restricts the sense of the 
clause in question, and confines it to this state. The dead have 
no knowledge or participancy in the affairs of this world, such 
as they once had ; but this by no means disproves the conscious 
existence of souls in the future world.* But should love of 
theory still prompt some to cry out, ‘“‘ The dead know not any 


* Jonathan’s lad (1 Sam. xx. 39), **knew not any thing;” which is a Hebrew- 
ism to express, not unconsciousness, for he was still alive, but ignorance con- 
cerning certain things. He knew not the covenant between David and Jona- 
than. So with the departed, named Eccl. ix. 5: they are ignorant of certain 
things, but not unconscious, 
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thing,’’ meaning by it that souls are unconscious, as well as 
bodies, we would remind them that ‘‘ NEITHER HAVE THEY ANY 
MORE A REWARD ;”’ and thus we are afforded the same consola- 
lation that French atheism imparts ! 

The context shows, that, by the phrase ‘‘ the dead’’ is meant 
all the dead, and not merely the wicked dead (verses 2,3). Now 
if the righteous, as a reward, after their resurrection, are to in- 
habit this earth, it having been purified by fire, as materialists 
assert, can it be said of them (ver. 6), ‘‘ neither have they any 
more a portion forever in any thing that is done under the sun” ? 
Our opponents will consider this. 

Since Mr. C. F. Hudson agrees with materialists in their 
notion of the annihilation of the wicked, we call their attention to 
the following from him. He says, ‘‘ The argument to prove un- 
consciousness is often based upon the expressions, ‘the dead 
know not any thing;’ ‘their love and their hatred and their 
envy is now perished ;# and, ‘there is no work nor device nor 
knowledge nor wisdom in the grave, whither thou goest’ (Hecl. 
ix. 5,6,10). But these expressions are evidently (verses 2, 4) 
the conclusions of an Epicurean argument, including the denial of 
all future life, which the ‘ Preacher’ had taken up. And when 
Hezekiah says, ‘The dead cannot praise thee (Isa, xxxviii. 18), 
the language is rather of despair respecting any future life 
(ver. 11). The same may be said of the expressions in Job. iii. 11, 
Lei ixive Oy 14-5. Pa.wisd3exxxe 9 5 dxxxniiis, 10-125 yexx: 
17; with which compare 1 Cor. xv. 18, where the argument 
evidently shows that those who are fallen asleep in Christ are 
not perished, since Christ is risen.’” — Debt and G'race. 


XVII. —‘‘Shall thy wonders be known in the dark? and 
thy righteousness in the land of forgetfulness?’ —Psa. 
.lxxxvii. 12. 

As will be seen by the context, the grave is here called ‘‘ the 


land of forgetfulness.”’ Again, Psa. vi. 5: ‘‘ For in death there 
is no remembrance of thee: in the grave, who shall give thee 
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thanks?’’ That the dead body, that which goes into the grave, 
cannot give thanks, is all very clear. But what evidence is this 
that the soul does not exist? None at all. If because it is 
said, ‘‘In death there is no remembrance of thee,’’ we must 
come to the conclusion that the soul dies with the body, then, 
by the same mode of reasoning, we must conclude that the Deity 
dies ; for David says (Psa. Ixxxviii. 4, 5), ‘‘ I am counted with 
them that go down into the pit: . . . free among the dead, like 
the slain that: lie in the grave, whom thou [the Lord] remem- 
berest no more.”’ Now, if the above-quoted texts prove that 
God’s creatures have no conscious existence because it is said 
they remember him no more, then, for the same reason, God has 
no conscious existence ; for it is said of him that he remembers 
the dead no more. An interpretation out of which consistency 
pushes such a result cannot be truthful. What is here said by 
the Psalmist is predicated of that part of man which goes to 
dust, and not of that which returns to God who gave it (Heel. 
xen): , 

It is a common mode of expression to speak of a corpse as a 
man. An officer gives orders to go and bury the men who are 
lying on the battle-field. But, who believes that corpses are 
men? ‘They are only the remains of men. This mode of 
speech has obtained, and no one is deceived by it. So, in the 
Old-Testament Scriptures, the dead are said to have no knowl- 
edve, to be inactive ; and the thing is described from its appear- 
ance, according to Oriental idiom: and none need misunder- 
stand such language. (Sec. XX.) Says one writer, ‘‘ Neither 
the Jew nor Arabian ever misunderstands such language. The 
man, to all appearance, in death becomes inactive ; ceases to 
mingle any more in the affairs of this life; all his thoughts and 
plans in respect to this world have perished ; he knows not any 
thing ; all appearance of sense and knowledge is gone. Such 
is the appearance presented by death; and hence death is de- 
scribed by language which presents this idea and expresses this 
appearance. 


= 
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So, too, ‘‘ the dead are said to sleep, because there is a strik- 
ing apparent resemblance between death and sleep.’’ — Landis, 
p- 124. All, in common parlance, of every sect among us, 
adopt this mode of speech, and none more so than those who 
believe in the separate existence of the soul. But an argument 
drawn from this fact, namely, that many of the people connected 
with the different sects in Christendom adopted this mode of 
speech, would be rather forceless if brought to prove materialism. 
Some of the passages in the Old Testament may be correctly 
interpreted as speaking of the dead as they naturally appear 
to us when the conscious soul has departed; and others of 
them on the principle that, as Mr. C. F. Hudson says (See. 
XVI.), ‘‘ the ‘Preacher’ took them up as a conclusion of an 
Kpicurean argument, not thereby designing to sanction such 
doctrine.”’ 


XVIII. —‘‘ Put not your trust in princes, nor in the son of 
man, in whom there is no help. His breath goeth forth, he 
returneth to his earth; in that very day his thoughts per- 
ash.’’ — Psa. exlvi. 3, 4. 


‘* How can a thing be tormented that has no thoughts ?’’ in- 
quire our opponents. We have already seen (Sec. XVII.), the 
manner in which the sacred writers speak of the dead. In the 
figurative language of Hastern poetry, they are said to be out 
of the remembrance of God (Psa. Ixxxviii. 5). 

Now, the latitude the destructionists must take to explain this 
language would easily reconcile the passage before us with the 
common opinion of the intermediate state. We might with 
safety rest the whole subject here ; and they would be compelled 
to give up their argument on this text, or deny the infinite 
knowledge of the Almighty. But we have a few things more 
to say. The term ‘“‘ perish,’ as defined by our opponents, 
means annihilation ; and they bring the text under consideration 
to prove that the whole man perishes. When ?— at the day of 
judgment, when they say the wiced are to be annihilated? No; 
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but in the very day that he returns to the earth. Now, if perish 
means to come to nothing, as they contend, then the intellectual 
man is annihilated in the very day when ‘his breath goeth 
forth,” and he returns to his earth: and it follows, that, if the 
intellectual part of man is annihilated at death, it can never 
come up in the resurrection to be judged ; for that which is not 
in existence cannot be raised. There is no evading this while 
the literal meaning of the term perish, which is ‘‘to come to 
nothing,’ is insisted on in connection with this or any other 
passage where temporal death, or death of the body, is named. 
A new thing may be created, resembling that which came to 
nothing, and may be called by the same name; but it can never 
be the same thing. If the sticklers for literalism can inform us 
how a thing that has iterally come to nothing can be literally 
raised, they will, by so doing, shed some light upon their own 
darkness. Paul shows us most conclusively (1 Cor. xv.), that 
all which goes into the grave will surely come up. But if man 
is stricken out of existence at death, as the sense they attach to 
the word perish teaches, we ask again how a mere nonentity can 
be raised? Thus we see that this text, upon which they rely so 
much, admitting their own definition of language, destroys their. 
own doctrine of a resurrection, judgment, and second death of 
the wicked, and, we may add, the future bliss of the righteous 
too. 

The object of the whole Psalm is to induce men to trust in 
God, and not in princes. To dissuade from trusting in princes, 
we are told that there is no help in them; that they return to 
dust ; and in that very day their thoughts (i.e., according to our 
opponents, their conscious being) perish. But were men in 
the habit or in danger of trusting in princes because they 
believed their thoughts would exist after death, and it had 
become necessary to guard against such a thing? So it would 
seem, if this is the sense; or the caution of the Psalmist would 
be unnecessary. This, however, is not what we are to under- 
stand by the word ‘‘ thoughts.’’ The sense of this word is given 
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by Mr. C. Hudson* in his reply to Mr. Balfour. He says, 
‘* The Hebrew word rendered thoughts in this passage is eshto- 
noth, from the verb, ashath, to shine, look glossy. Moore, in his 
Hebrew Lexicon, defines eshtonoth, — cogitationes splendide: 
that is, splendid thoughts, or lofty imaginations. Parkhurst says, 
‘AsaN. fem. plur. in regimen, eshtonoth is rendered thoughts ; 
but why not splendors, glories, which make excellent sense?’ 
Here we have the authority of Moore and Parkhurst that 
the word rendered thoughts properly signifies splendors, or 
projects. This agrees with the root of this term, which signi- 
fies to shine, look brilliant ; which would apply well to pro- 
jects, or schemes, but with no propriety to thoughts.’ — 
Reply, p. 51. 

Mr. Hudson adduces renderings and testimonies from eight 
other different sources to the same point; Dr. Clarke also har- 
monizes with this rendering, We see, then, by these authorities, 
which will not be controverted, that the term ought to have been 
rendered projects, schemes, or splendors, instead of thoughts. 
This fact completely destroys the argument raised from the text 
in favor of materialism, and gives a pertinency and force to the 
caution of the Psalmist which is not found in its application to 
‘« thoughts ;”’ for men might be in danger of trusting in princes 
because of their worldly projects and splendor, but not on 
account of their thoughts after death. Materialism gains nothing 
from this text. 

In Isa. lv. 7, the unrighteous man is called upon to forsake 
‘‘his thoughts.”’ Is it that he shall give up thinking? By no 
means. He is to forsake his evil projects, purposes, and expec- 
tations. Men form purposes, and those purposes often fail or 
perish; but they do not, therefore, cease to be conscious 
beings. 

* The reader will distinguish between C. Hudson and C. F. Hudson, both of 
whom are quoted in this work. The former is an ex-member of Congress, and 
some years since wrote in reply to Balfour, who advocated materialism. C. F. 


Hudson is the author of the book entitled ‘‘ Debt and Grace,” in which he 
advocates annihilation. 
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XIX. — ‘“‘ But man dieth and wasteth away : yea, man giveth 
up the ghost, and where is he?’’? — Job xiv. 10. 


An answer to this is found in Kecl. xii. 7, where, in speaking 
of death, the wise man says, ‘‘ Then shall the dust return to the 
earth as it was, and the spirit shall return unto God who gave 
it.”” The whole passage from verse 7 to verse 12, commencing 
with ‘‘ For there is hope of a tree,’’ &c., teaches the death and 
decay of the body, and seems to indicate its resurrection. In the 
same chapter (ver. 22) a distinction is made between the soul and 
the body. Itreads,‘‘ But his flesh upon him shall have pain, and 
his soul within him shall mourn.”’ Now, if a man isa unit in the 
sense of the destructionists, why this distinction between the body 
that has pain and the soul that mourns? ‘This text, of itself, 
is a refutation of materialism. | 

Mr. Z. Campbell will have it that soul and body are the same ; 
for he says (Mat. Serip., p. 8), ‘‘ Mark: the first living soul was 
the first man ; and he was certainly all soul, and at the same time 
all body, for he became a living soul on being made alive.”” Mr. 
Storrs puts forth the same doctrine, as may be seen in Sees. I. 
and If. So the distinction between soul and body, so often 
made both in the Old and New Testaments, is to be considered 
a great blunder! The works of Storrs, Campbell, & Co. came 
out too late to instruct the holy men of old ; and thus the church 
of the living God has been misled by patriarchs, prophets, Jesus 
Christ and his apostles, for thousands of years! This is so, or 
materialism is false. We strongly incline to the latter opinion, 
and choose to follow the ancient seers and infallible teachers 
rather than modern speculators. 

Mr. Storrs quotes with approbation the following out-of-joint 
rendering of this text: ‘‘ But man that has died is utterly gone; 
and when a mortal is fallen, he is no more.’ — Discussion, 
p- 45. The text speaks not merely of the wicked, but of 
‘man,’ —any man. But does not Mr. Storrs believe in the 
resurrection of the righteous? But how can that be raised 
which ‘is utterly gone,” and ‘“¢s no more”? Mr. S. has | 
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_ discharged a gun here, which, if it does any thing, shoots down 
not only our theory, but his own also. It shoots as destructively 
at the breech as it does at the muzzle. A poor gun that; yet it 
is in common use in the army to which he belongs! 


. XX. — “In their heat Iwill make their feasts, and I will make 
them drunken, that they may rejoice, and sleep a perpetual 
sleep, and not wake, saith the Lord.’’ — Jer. li. 39. 


The last part of this text is used to teach that the soul and 
body die together. It was on the night of a feast-day, while the 
hearts of Belshazzar and his impious comrades were heated with 
wine and sinful mirth, that Babylon was taken (Dan. v. 1-8) : 
and, it being in the night, many of them were slain in their beds, 
and never awoke again to the scenes of this life ; and in this 
sense they slept a perpetual sleep. A man must be hard pushed 
to base an argument upon these words to prove that the soul dies 
with the body. 

Furthermore, if we are to understand these words in a 
strictly literal sense to mean without interruption, or endless, 
they are ruinous to the theory of a large portion of the destruc- 
tionists. Bear in mind that this sleep commenced when 
Babylon was destroyed. Now, the theory of many of our 
opponents includes the idea of a resurrection, a judgment, and 
the second death of the wicked, and glorification of the righteous. 
But if all this is accomplished, will the sleep be perpetual? If 
raised, will they not wake? What, then, is proved by the use 
made of this text? If any thing is proved, it is that death 1s an 
eternal sleep ; for, if the sleep is absolutely perpetual, there can 
be no future life whatever. But Mr. Storrs will say that his 
theory is not damaged hy this, as the Babylonians weee wicked ; 
and he believes in the extinction of the wicked at death. We 
beg leave to say to him that similar texts are found in the Bible. 
which include the righteous dead as well as the wicked. ‘‘ He 
that goeth down into the grave shall come up no more’? (Job 
vii. 9). Interpret this literally, without reference to other Serip- 
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tures, and does it not teach that there is no resurrection 
whatever? Not only the wicked, but the righteous, go down 
into the grave; and, therefore, the righteous will come up no 
more | 

Again: Job says of himself (chap. xx. 21, 22), ‘‘ Are not 
my days few? Cease, then, and let me alone, that I may take 
comfort a little, before I go whence I shall not return, even to 
the land of darkness and the shadow of death.” Do not these 
words, taken by themselves, teach that Job, though ‘ perfect 
and upright, and one that feared God and eschewed evil,”’ 
despaired of a resurrection? They most certainly teach nothing 
else. It is very generally received that the resurrection is 
taught in Job xix. 25, 26; but is there not as much positive 
language against as for the resurrection, in the Book of Job? 
What language is more unequivocal than ‘‘ He that goeth down 
to the grave shall come up no more”? Indeed, the doctrine of 
the resurrection is taught very obscurely in the Old Testament ; 
much more so than the doctrine of the separate existence of the 
soul. (Sec. II.) These sayings in the Book of Job, and similar 
ones in other parts of the Bible, represent death as it naturally 
appears. Human philosophy never brought out to the world the 
doctrine of the resurrection. It is purely a doctrine of revela- 
tion. We look upon acorpse, and the decision from mere reason 
at once is, ‘‘ It can never live again: it will never come up from 
the grave.” This natural mode of. speaking is adopted in some 
portions of the Bible. If this is not correct, if we are to 
receive such passages in the absolute or literal sense, irrespective 
of other portions of Scripture, then there can be no resurrection 
of any of the race of man. Adopting the false sentiment that 
death is — that is, the death of the body — the entire penalty of 
sin, materialists can never, to the satisfaction of the thinking, answer 
the question, ‘‘ Why, then, should the sinner be raised and killed 
over again?’’ ‘To obviate this difficulty, it became necessary to 
make progress in the science of divinity, and deny the resurrec- 
tion of the wicked. If it would serve their purpose just as well, 


70 ANNIHILATIONISM [Part I. 


or were it necessary to sustain a theory of theirs, these ingenious 
speculators could make equally as good, if not a more plausible, 
argument in favor of no resurrection whatever, by availing them- 
selves of the sayings we have already quoted and referred to. 
As a sample, let us take two texts more, with their definition of 
terms, and see what can be done. The word destroy, materialists 
define to mean to ‘‘ come to nothing.”? Job says of God (chap. 
ix. 22), ‘‘ He destroyeth the perfect and the wicked.’’ Now, as 
these two classes compose all the human family, all are to 
be destroyed ; that is, become extinct! Again (Isa. lvii. 1): 
‘‘ The righteous perisheth, and no man layeth it to heart ;”’ that 
is, according to materialism, the righteous become extinct at 
death. Now, if the righteous become extinct at death, it must 
follow that they can never be raised ; for it is senseless jargon 
to talk of the resurrection of nothing. These conclusions are 
legitimate, from the false premises laid down by our opponents ; 
and we see, too, how one glaring error produces another, and thus 
the word of God is perverted. A clearer revelation concerning the 
future is found in the New Testament than in the Old. There 
we are taught most clearly ‘‘the resurrection of the dead ”’ 
(Acts xxiv. 21), i-e., all the dead; that ‘‘ all that are in the 
graves shall hear his voice, and shall come forth : they that have 
done good unto the resurrection of life ; and they that have done 
evil unto the resurrection of damnation’? (John v. 28, 29) ; 
‘‘that there shall be a resurrection of the dead, both of the just 
and unjust’ (Acts xxiv. 15). 


XXI. — “The dead praise not the Lord, neither any that go 
down into silence. But we will bless the Lord from this 
time forth, and forevermore. Praise the Lord.’’ — Psa. 
(04 Pel Wit Wek 


The obvious meaning of this passage is, the dead cannot join 
with the living in praising the Lord, or cannot praise him in the 
same manner. A parallel text is found, Isa. xxxviii. 18, 19: 
‘For the grave cannot praise thee ; death cannot celebrate thee : 
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they that go down into the pit cannot hope for thy truth. 
The living, the living, he shall praise thee, as I do this day: the 
‘father to the children shall make known thy truth.” Here the 
prophet asserts that the dead cannot praise the Lord as the liv- 
ing do. He describes the praise rendered by one and not the 
other. ‘‘ The living shall praise thee as I do this day: the 
fathers to the children shall make known thy truth.” \ This 
praise the dead cannot offer. They cannot instruct their chil- 
dren and others in this world after they are dead. This passage 
lies with weight against the ‘‘ spirit-rappings,” but affords no 
manner of proof that the soul does not live after the death of 
the body. It should be observed, too, that the Psalmist is here 
speaking of that part of man which goes ‘‘ down into silence,” 
into “the pit,” or ‘the grave”? (Hecl. xii. 7); and not of 
‘the spirit of man that goeth wpward’’ (Kecl. ii. 21), which 
man cannot kill, though he can kill the body (Matt. x. 28). 
Furthermore, if verse 17 teaches that the physically dead 
have no personality, and, therefore, no knowledge of God, the 
eighteenth verse contradicts it, unless the Psalmist was under the 
delusion of living in this world forever; for he says, ‘‘ We will 
bless the Lord from this time forth and forevermore.” Ad- 
mitting the compound nature of man harmonizes the two texts. 


XXII. — “‘ Marvel not at this: for the hour is coming, in the 
which all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and 
shall come forth: they that have done good, unto the resur- 
rection of life; and they that have done evil, unto the res- 
urrection of damnation.”’ — John v. 28, 29. 


This text has ever been a troublesome one to Universalists ; 
and it is equally so to those annihilationists who deny the resur- 
rection of the wicked. Mr. Storrs, who, from long experience, 
is well skilled in twisting, ‘‘ combining, misapplying, rendering 
indefinite absolute, and absolute indefinite, literal figurative, and 
figurative literal, limited universal, and universal limited,’”’ to 
say nothing of other resorts, encounters these solemn and stub- 
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born words of the Saviour with his usual confidence and reck- 
lessness. The text is antithetical. There are two classes to 
come forth in the resurrection, of opposite character and destiny : 
the righteous, — ‘‘ they that have done good ;”’ and the wicked, 
— ‘‘ they that have done evil.”’ These include ‘‘ all that are in 
the graves.’’ ‘They are to ‘‘ come forth,’ — both the righteous 
and the wicked ; and not that the wicked shall merely start to 
come forth, and, being so feeble, like damaged seed, as Mr. Hud- 
son teaches (Sec. VII.), shall perish in the effort! All ‘* shall 
come forth: ”’ one class to the resurrection of life, and the other 
to the resurrection of damnation. Now, what authority is there 
for interpreting one-half of this text as literal, and the other as 
figurative? There is no warrant whatever for such work, either 
in the rules of language or the word of Gud. No man, on read- 
ing it, would ever discover such a distinction. Yet Mr. Storrs’s 
theory demands that the text shall be severed, and one part 
interpreted literally and the other figuratively! Speaking of the 
evil-doers named, who, according to his theory, are extinct, he 
says, ‘‘ A thing or person which has remained unnoticed for a 
time, coming again into notice, may be said to rise up, or to have 
a resurrection. Not that any real change is made in the per- 
sonal quality or condition of the person or thing; but only fora 
time it remained unnoticed, and now attention is again directed 
to it. So may it be true, that evil-doers, from their death 
till Christ. comes to reward the doers of good, remain un- 
noticed, as if they had never been; but now they are called 
up to notice, as if alive, though not really so; and their 
real character and doom is made manifest: they are condemned 
not to ‘see life.’ Such, we think, is their resurrection.’’ — 
Life from the Dead, p. 40. 

Again: ‘‘The believer is passed from the condemnation to 
death unto justification for life; so that his resurrection is one 
that is attended with life, —it is re-living: but the wicked, or 
unbelievers, do not pass from the condemnation of death unto 
life; hence, whatever is the character of the resurrection spoken 
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of in their case, it cannot be a revival into life.’ Yet again : 
‘We think we are fully justified in saying the resurrection of 
evil-doers does not embrace being made alive ; and is used (John 
v. 29) in a sense not literal.’’ — pp. 40, 41. 

Heré we have it, then. The doers of evil, who had become 
extinct by death, will not be forgotten at the resurrection ; for 
when the good-doers shall be literally raised to life, the evil-doers, 

«who have for thousands of years remained unnoticed, as if they 
had never been, shall be called up in a figure, and ‘‘ represented 
as standing up to receive anew the condemnatiom of the execu- 
tive Judge.” —p. 40. Mr. S. departs ‘‘ from the strictly literal _ 
sense of the term regsurrection’’ only ‘‘ as applied to the doers 
of evil in the text ;”’ and thus splits the text into two parts, — one 
meaning a literal grave and literal resurrection, and the other a 
figurative grave and a figurative resurrection. He finds an illus- 
tration ; and where? -Why, in a New-York newspaper! He has 
not told us what paper, — whether ‘‘ The World,”’ ‘ Herald,”’ or 
‘‘ Police Gazette ;”? but the reader shall have the benefit of it, as 
presented by the man who was so fortunate as to find it. He 
writes, ‘‘ If it be still asked in what sense, not literal, evil-doers 
can have a resurrection, we may further illustrate with a remark 
by a New-York paper on the trial of Baker for the murder of 
Poole in 1855. Poole’s character had been subjected to investi- 
gation during the trial by Baker’s counsel. The paper speaks 
thus: ‘ The censure of the judge upon the prisoner's counsel, for 
stripping the shroud, as it were, from the dead Poole, or, rather, 
for recalling him to life, such as he actually had been while 
among us, appears to us to have been entirely unjust and un- 
called for.’ This remark shows that the idea of a resurrection 
short of actual life is admissible.” — LZ. from the Dead, p. 42. 

Mr. S., by the aid of this illustration, has made no new discov- 
ery. That there are three kinds of resurrection spoken of in the 
Bible — namely, literal, figurative, and moral, or spiritual, apply- 
ing to individuals, nations, and the whole race —is well under- 


stood by every intelligent reader of that book. But this by 
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no means establishes the false rule of interpretation set up in this 
ease, by which he makes one member of this text teach a literal, 
and the other a figurative resurrection. In the light of this in- 
terpretation, we are at liberty to paraphrase the Saviour’s words, 
thus: ‘‘ Marvel not at this; for the hour is coming when all that 
are in the literal and figurative graves shall come forth: they 
that have done good, to the literal resurrection of life; and they 
that have done evil, to the figurative resurrection of damnation ;”’ 
that is, having been extinct for thousands of years, the wicked 
shall be figuratively called up to life, as Poole was; their former 
character discussed, and thus be figuratively damned! As will 
be seen by the quotations, this is in strict harmony with Mr. 
Storrs’s interpretation. But he has not the least confidence in 
his own work upon this passage ; for, after occupying four pages 
of his book to establish this interpretation, he backs squarely 
down, and says, ‘“ We have reasoned on the ground that the text 
certainly relates to the literal dead, or, rather, to the resurrec- 
tion of the literal dead. This, however, is doubted. It is quite 
certain it refers to the same coming-out of the graves as that in 
Ezek: xxxvii., which appears to be a national resurrection of 
Israel.’’ — p. 438. 

Now, ‘‘if it is gute certain” that it refers to something else, 
_ why has he published the four pages of labored effort to establish 
a falsehood ?. If he awoke to the absurdity of his interpretation, — 
why did he not cast it aside, and teave it entirely out of his book ; 
and send out to the public, like an honest man, only what he 
conceived to be the true sense of the text? We can conceive of 
no reason for its appearance, other than to fill up his book, make 
a smoke, and furnish a batch of quibbles for his disciples, which 
they might not have the hardibood or ingenuity to invent. 

But it is now “‘ quite certain’ that the Saviour, in John v. 
29, refers to the same resurrection indicated by Hzekiel’s vision. 
Where does he find authority for this? This second resort is 
but a creature of his inventive brain, to rid his theory of an in- 
surmountable difficulty. There is no evidence whatever that 


peen22,] > NOT OF THE BIBLE. 75 


Christ is talking about a national resurrection, either from the 
context, or from any circumstances connected with the utterance. 
In the Saviour’s resurrection are two characters with opposite 
destinies: the good to the resurrection of life, and the evil to the 
resurrection of damnation. But in the vision (Ezek. xxxvii. 
1-14), there is no distinction of character or destiny made what- 
ever ; and thus the resurrections are entirely dissimilar, and can- 
not refer to the same event. The vision indicates a national res- 
urrection ; but the Saviour is not speaking of such a resurrection, 
and there is nothing in the context to warrant such exegesis. He 
was addressing Jews ; and, believing as they did in a resurrection 
from the dead of two classes (Acts. xxiv. 15), how would they 
understand him? As they would understand him, so should we. 
Furthermore, there is no authority for confining these words of 
Christ to the Jewish people. ALL that are in the graves, &c., 
shall hear, and not merely the Jewish people. Assuming that 
all in the graves include none but the Jewish nation, an old Uni- 
versalist quibble is taken up by Mr. Storrs when he says, Jesus, 
‘‘speaking of the wrath about to come upon the Jews, when 
Jerusalem was to be desolated,’’ saith, ‘‘ These be days of 
vengeance: that all things which are written may be ful- 
filled.’’ — Luke xxi. 22. The obvious sense of this text is, that 
all things written concerning that event, namely, the destruc- 
tion of the Jewish polity, were fulfilled at that time; and not 
that absolutely all things written concerning all events in the 
future history of man were then fulfilled. It is a national 
calamity that the Saviour is speaking of in Luke xxi. 22, 
and not the rewards and punishments of individuals. Now, 
mark the quibble of Mr. Storrs. He says, ‘‘ If all things writ- 
ten of vengeance were then fulfilled, those who died at that 
time can certainly have no revival from that death to another 
day of vengeance.” — p. 43. True, Mr. S.: the Jewish nation — 
for that is what Christ is here speaking of — will never see such 
another day of vengeance as it did when it was overthrown by 
the Romans; but does this destroy the force of the Saviour’s 
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words, spoken not of one nation only, but of ‘ail that are in 
the graves’ ? 

In national punishment, the innocent suffer with the guilty ; 
and this fact may be considered as one evidence, under a 
righteous administration, that both classes shall live in a future 
state, where justice will be done, and wrongs rectified. Christ 
says of the future (Matt. xxv. 26), ‘‘These shall go away 
into everlasting punishment ; but the righteous into life eternal.”’ 
Paul had hope towards God, that “there shall be a resurrec- 
tion of the dead, BoTH OF THE JUST AND UNJUST.” 

The text we have considered stands a tower of strength against: 
all the artful devices of annihilationists. 

We take up Mr. Hudson’s book, turn to his index, are referred 
to page 263, for, as we suppose, ,a consideration of John v. 28, 
29, turn to the page, find a section on the ‘‘ resurrection of the 
unjust,’ but the text is not mentioned. His pseudo philoso- 
phy is there, in which he talks about damaged seeds and the 
chrysalis state through which insects pass; but no Scripture what- 
ever isused. Yes, reader: John v. 28, 29, and Acts xxiv. 15,— 
the Scriptures which treat most clearly of the resurrection of the 
unjust, and which we should suppose would demand the first 
consideration of a professedly Christian writer oh the “‘ future 
life,’ — have no notice whatever in his book! What is the infer- 
‘ence? Itis that he relies more upon his philosophy than he 
does upon the word of God for his doctrine of the future state ; 
and that he is conscious that these Scriptures are destructive to ~ 
his theory, by plainly teaching the resurrection of the wicked. 
Mr. Hudson, to sustain a false theory, may shut those Scriptures 
out of his book ; but there they stand in the Bible, with all their 
majesty and force, teaching the resurrection of the ungodly as 
well as the righteous. From the facts presented, how clear 
it is that the doctrine that Messrs. Storrs and Hudson are 
propagating, with a zeal worthy a much better cause, is not of 


God ! 
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XXIITL.— ‘‘ These shall go away into everlasting punishment ; 
but the righteous into life eternal.’’ — Matt. xxv. 46. (See 
also the fifteen preceding verses. ) 

Many have been the devices resorted to by Universalists and 
annihilationists to destroy the force of this text, which lies with 
such weight against their respective theories. The theories of 
Messrs. Storrs and C. F. Hudson deny all future punishment, 
in the proper sense of that term ; for if there is no resurrection 
_ of the wicked, then, according to their speculations, they have 
no future life. On the other hand, if the Saviour has taught 
future punishment, then the doctrine of no future life for the 
wicked is a fable. While the writers named quibble somewhat, 
as do the Universalists, upon the word everlasting (avonion), 
attempting to limit its meaning by talking of the ‘ everlasting 
mountains,” &¢., they have no great objection to understanding 
it as meaning strictly endless. Mr. Storrs, speaking of its ut- 
terance by the Saviour, says, ‘‘ We believe it was understood by 
those who heard him, viz., his disciples, as meaning strictly ever- 
lasting; and we so understand him.’’—WMan’s Destiny, p. 71. 
But what is this everlasting punishment, according to Mr. Storrs ? 
Is it the infliction of pain either before or after death? By no 
means. It is simply being dead. But did those who listened 
to the Saviour understand him thus? This question leads us __ 
further to inquire, What was the current belief among the Jews 
of our Saviour’s time concerning the future state? That the 
dominant sect among the Jews, —the Pharisees, — held to future 
and endless punishment, meaning by punishment, torment in 
the future state, cannot, we think, be successfully controverted. 
The testimony of those who for years have labored with great 
diligence to bring the doctrine of a future hell into disrepute is 
to this point. We refer to Universalist authors. The following 
are some of their testimonies : — 

‘“The Pharisees, it is well known, believed in the endless 
punishment of human souls.” — Lectures by W. M. Fernald, p. 
79. ‘It is generally admitted that the Jews in our Saviour’s 
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day maintained the pagan notion of immortal happiness for the 
righteous, and undying pain for the sinner.’’ — Letter in ‘‘ The 
Trumpet” of Feb. 3, 1838, by W. C. Hanscom, a Universalist 
minister. ‘* That the Pharisees believed in a punishment after 
death, we do not deny.’’ — Whittemore’s Notes on the Parables, 
p. 62. ‘‘ Jews and heathen believed in endless punishment.” 
— Balfour's Essays, p. 326. 

The following will show how extensively it prevailed among 
the Jews when our Saviour, the greatest of teachers, sojourned 
among them. Mr. Balfour, in his Jnguiry, p. 260, where he 
attempts to show that the Jews obtained their views of endless 
punishment from the heathen, says, ‘“‘ The introduction of this 
and other heathen opinions among the Jews was gradual, but in 
the days of our Lord had become general, with, perhaps, the 
exception of the sect of Sadducees.’’ This sect composed but a 
small part of the Jewish nation. 

, Josephus, the Jewish historian of those times, treating upon 
Jewish belief, writes thus: ‘‘ For all men, the just as well as 
the unjust, shall be brought before God the word; for to him 
hath the Father committed all judgment: and he, in order to 
fulfil the will of his Father, shall come as judge, whom we call 
Christ.”’ ‘* This person, exercising the righteous judgment of 
the Father towards all men, hath prepared a just sentence for 
every one, according to his works : at whose judgment-seat when 
all men and angels and demons shall stand, they will send forth 
one voice, and say, Just is the judgment ; the rejoinder to which 
will bring a just sentence upon both parties, by giving justly to 
those that have done well an everlasting fruition ; but allotting 
to the lovers of wicked works eternal punishment. To these 
belong the unquenchable fire, and that without end; and a cer- 
tain fiery worm never dying, and not destroying the body, but 
continuing its eruptions out of the body with uever-ceasing 
grief: neither will sleep give ease to these men, nor will the 
night afford them comfort ; death will not free them from their 
punishment, nor will the interceding prayers of their kindred 
profit them.”’— Dis. concerning Hades. 
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We give our quotations from Josephus not as doctrinal 
authority, but as historical ; showing what the Jews believed at 
the tinre the Saviour was teaching among them. He has given 
us their belief in endless suffering in forms of language which 
none can mistake. 

We come now to inquire, What were their views concerning 
the human soul? The Sadducees denied the existence of the 
soul as a distinct entity ; were materialists, denying the resurrec- 
tion, and believing in annihilation: while the major part of the 
Jews, the Pharisees and Essenes, held that the soul was a dis- 
tinct entity, and would exist forever. ‘‘ For the Sadducees say 
that there is no resurrection, neither angel nor spirit; but the 
Pharisees confess both’ (Acts xxiii. 8). 

Says Mr. Storrs,’‘‘ The Pharisees held to a future life by the 
means of a distinct and immortal entity in man.” — Discus- 
sion, p. 87. 

Josephus, who was of the sect of the Pharisees, gives the 
following concerning the soul between death and the resurree- 
tion: ‘‘ This is the discourse concerning Hades, wherein the 
souls of all men are confined until a proper season which God 
hath determined, when he will make a resurrection of all men 
from the dead; not procuring a transmigration of souls from 
one body to another, but raising again those very bodies, which 
you Greeks, seeing to be dissolved, do not believe their resurrec- 
tion.”” ‘* And to every body shall its own soul be restored. 
And when it hath clothed itself with that body, it will not be 
subject to misery ; but, being itself pure, it will continue with 
its pure body, and rejoice with it: with which it having walked 
righteously now in this world, and never having had it as a 
snare, it will receive it again with great gladness. But as for 
the unjust, they will receive their bodies not changed, not freed 
from diseases or distempers, nor made glorious, but with the 
same diseases wherein they died ; and such as they were in their 
unbelief, the same shall they be when they shall be faithfully 
judged.” — Dis. concerning Hades. 


80 ANNIHILATIONISM EBar 


From these testimonies, we learn that the popular belief of the 
Jews in the time of the Saviour was, that man is a compound 
being ; that at death a separation of soul and body takes place ; 
that these will be reunited at the resurrection; that all will be 
raised from the dead, both the just and the unjust ; that all shall 
be brought to judgment before God the word, who ‘‘shall come 
as judge, whom we call Christ,”’ says Josephus ; and that, by the 
decisions of this judgment, the righteous shall be awarded with 
‘‘ an everlasting fruition,’ and the wicked sentenced to eternal 
punishment ; and to them belong the unquenchable fire, and that 
without end, and a certain fiery worm, never dying, and not 
destroying the body. 

Now, according to Mr. Storrs, what did Christ come to teach 
upon these points? He came to teach, — 

1. That the soul and the body are one and the same thing; 
and, therefore, that man has no soul capable of an existence 
separate from the body. (Sec. I.) 

2. That all men will not be raised: that only the righteous 
will come forth in the resurrection. 

3. That there will be no judgment after the resurrection, 
when sentence will be passed upon the wicked by Christ the 
judge. 

4, That there is no future torment whatever for the sinner : 
that eternal punishment means annihilation. 

5. That the sinner’s being is ended at death. 

These doctrines, then, so perfectly antagonistical to the popular 
belief of the Jews, were those that the Saviour came into the 
world to establish. Time need not be spent to show that mate- 
rialists of the Storrs school consider the doctrine of endless 
punishment, and the unending and separate existence of the soul, 
the greatest of errors. Mr. Storrs has spent at least thirty 
years of his life in writing and preaching against these doctrines. 
This work has been his hobby. Opposition to these doctrines 
forms almost the entire matter of the preaching of a large por-— 
tion of the materialists who itinerate through our country. 
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Indeed, the salvation of sinners, with many, seems of trifling 
moment when compared with exposing these great errors, as they 
call them, of the ‘‘ popular churches.” They exhaust all their 
ingenuity to bring these doctrines into contempt. Had not the 
Great Teacher, who came from heaven, as clear a perception of 
error and its baneful effects as these modern teachers can possi- 
bly have? And when we consider the magnitude of these 
errors, if they are such, may we not expect to find something 
very explicit, decided, and pointed from the Son of God, in 
opposition to them ; something that shall make the matter clear 
to the church in all after-ages ; something at least analogous to 
the efforts against these doctrines by modern preachers of mate- 
rialism ? We should certainly expect this. But what is the 
fact? It is nowhere to be found in all the New Testament that 
Christ, or any of his followers, ever spent a moment’s time in 
disproving these doctrines, or in portraying to their hearers their 
dreadful effects, or in warning them against them. We boldly 
assert that there is not a single instance of this character to be 
found. Let it be produced if it can be. To what shall we 
attribute this silence upon such a momentous subject? Could 
not the Saviour perceive the dreadful effect of these errors, as 
well as men in our day? Or, perceiving, had he no heart to 
feel? And, what is still more surprising, he did most explicitly 
point out and correct other errors which were as the pebble to 
the mountain when compared with these, if we may believe the 
smallest part of what our opponents say about them. He 
faithfully exposed the errors of the Pharisees; such as their 
superstitious observance of the sabbath, their washing of hands 
and pots, their making long prayers, the inconsistency of their — 
‘tithing the mint, anise, and cummin,”’ while they neglected the 
weightier matters of the law, and many other things: but he 
wholly passed over these great errors. The apostles, too, were 
found opposing errors of little consequence when compared with 
these, if materialism is true. How boldly and explicitly Paul 


opposes the sentiment, that ‘‘ by the deeds of the law men could 
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be justified in the sight of God’! with what a masterly argu- 

ment he overthrew the Sadducean heresy, that ‘‘ there is no 
resurrection”?! how fearlessly and directly he denounced the 
heresy of Hymeneus and Philetus, that ‘‘the resurrection was 
already past’?! Indeed, a very considerable portion of the 
Hpistles of Paul is taken up in opposing the prevalent errors of 
the times. In the Book of Acts, too, we find the prevailing 
errors exposed, and faithful reproof administered and caution 
given, by different apostles. Also, in the Epistles of James, 
Peter, John, and Jude, we find the errors of the times pointedly 
rebuked and glaringly exposed. But nowhere in the Book of 
Acts, or any of the Epistles, do we learn that they ever rebuked 
the doctrines of a future judgment, endless punishment, or of 
the compound nature of man. If these doctrines are fruitful of 
so much evil, and so entirely opposed to God’s revelation, as is 
contended, is it not strange, to say the least of it, that there is 
no clear, pointed, unmistakable rebuke left on record by the 
Saviour, so that the Christian Church should not have been 
misled, as it has been for ages, concerning them? What is the 
course pursued by the destructionists in our day when they 
enter a place where these doctrines are prevalent? Do they 
maintain a dead silence respecting them, or do they attack them 
first of all? The latter ; as all know who are acquainted with 
their operations. This very remarkable contrast in action 
between our annihilationists and the course pursued by Christ, 
who spent all his days on earth among believers in these doc- 
trines, can never be satisfactorily accounted for except upon the 
admission that annihilationism is false. 

We shall now proceed to show that Christ and his apostles 
not only did not oppose the doctrines in question, but that they 
actually did sustain them by their own teachings. But, before 
proceeding, we give the following common-sense rule, by an emi- 
nent author, for understanding the language of the Bible : — 

‘‘ The meaning of a word used by any writer is the meaning 
affixed to it by those for whom he immediately wrote ; for there 
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is a kind of natural compact between those who write and those 
who speak a language, by which they are mutually bound to 
use words in a certain sense. He, therefore, who uses such words 
in a different significat.on, in a manner violates the compact, and 
is in danger of leading men into error.’’— Horne’s Introd., vol. i., 
p. 825. 

It is obvious that this rule applies with force to the subject 
under consideration ; and we ask the reader to just compare the 
following words of the Saviour with the extract we have given 
in this section from Josephus, the Jewish historian : — 

‘‘ When the Son of man shall come in his glory, and all the 
holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon the throne of his 
glory ; and before him shall be gathered all nations: and he 
shall separate them one from another, as a shepherd divideth his 
sheep from the goats: and he shall set the sheep on his right 
hand, but the goats on the left. Then shall the King say unto 
them on his right hand, Come, ye blessed of my Father, inherit 
the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world. 
Then shall he say unto them on his left hand, Depart from me 
ye cursed, into everlasting fire, prepared for the devil and his 
angels. And these shall go away into everlasting punishment : 
but the righteous into life eternal’ (Matt. xxv. 31-46). 

Observe: the Saviour qualifies nothing, but speaks in har- 
mony with the current belief; and a Jew must have understood 
him as presenting the judgment-scene, and as teaching endless 
punishment. But let us particularize. 

Did the Jews, according to Josephus, speak of ‘‘ the unquench- 
able fire,” a fire ‘‘ without end,” to denote the endless punish- 
ment of the wicked? Christ says, ‘‘ Depart, ye cursed, into ever- 
lasting fire,’ &c. Did the Jews express endless punishment 
by a ‘‘fiery worm never dying,’’ yet never ‘‘ destroying the 
body”? Christ, speaking of hell (Gehenna), says, ‘‘ Where 
their worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched.’’ Did the 
Jews believe, that, at the judgment, the righteous will be rewarded 
with ‘everlasting fruition,’ and that the wicked will be sent 
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into ‘‘ eternal (endless) punishment’’? Christ says, ‘‘ These 
shall go away into everlasting punishment, but the righteous into 
life eternal.” He said, too, ‘‘ He that shall blaspheme against 
the Holy Ghost hath never forgiveness, but is in danger of eter- 
nal damnation ’’ (Mark iii. 29). By ‘ eternal damnation ”’ the 
Jews did not understand annihilation, but endless punishment. 
Did the Jews believe in the soul as distinct from the body, and 
as capable of a separate. cxistence? Mr. Storrs says, ‘‘ The 
Pharisees held to a future life by the means of a distinct and 
immortal entity in man.’”’ How must they have understood the 
Saviour when he said, ‘‘ Fear not them that kill the body, but 
are not able to kill the soul’? ? Could they possibly have un- 
derstood him to mean any thing else than that the soul would 
survive the body, and exist separate from it? Should not we 
consider this very strange talk for materialists in our day, who 
contend that the body is the soul, or that the soul is but an ~ 
attribute of the organized dust, and that the whole man ceases 
to be at death ? 

Did the Jews believe in a resurrection of all men from the 
dead, as Josephus asserts? Christ says, ‘‘ The hour is coming, 
in the which all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and shall 
come forth: they that have done good, unto the resurrection of 
life ; and they that have done evil, unto the resurrection of 
damnation’ (John v. 28, 29). (Sec. XXII.) Now, with their 
views of the resurrection, how would the Jews who listened on 
this occasion understand these words? Would they understand 
‘“‘qll that are in the graves’? to mean only the righteous ? 
Again: Paul, who was a Jew by birth, speaking of the resur- 
rection held by the Jews, says, ‘‘ And have hope toward God, 
which they themselves allow, that there shall be a resurrection 
of the dead, both of the just and unjust ’’ (Acts xxiv. 15). 
(Sec. VII.) Would this be understood as teaching only the 
resurrection of the righteous dead? To state it is to refute it. 
Did the Jews believe in a future judement, — “that all men, the 


just as well as the unjust, shall be brought before God the 
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word,’’ or their Messiah, or, as Josephus says, ‘‘ whom we call 
Christ’? ? and that the good should be rewarded with ‘‘ an ever- 
lasting fruition,” and that the wicked should suffer endless tor- 
ments? What would the Jews understand by ‘‘ before him 
shall be gathered all nations,” and “‘ these shall go away into 
everlasting punishment, but the righteous into life eterndl’’? 
Most certainly he would be understood as teaching the judgment- 
scene, and endless torments and bliss. 

How would the Hebrew Christians, who had been taught a fu- 
ture judgment, understand Paul when he says, ‘“ It is appointed 
unto men once to die, but after this the judgment”’? (See. 
XLII.) These Jewish Christians must have understood Paul 
as teaching a judgment after death. Now, as those to whom these 
utterances were addressed would understand them, so we should 
understand them. ‘Those acquainted with the facts cannot in 
truth deny that Christ spoke in accordance with the common 
opinion among the Jews concerning the future state; and, as 
Christ was not a deceiver, but the Great Teacher who came to 
present and establish truth, the facts here presented are proof 
demonstrative that endless punishment is a Bible doctrine. Christ 
found among the Jews some errors and some truths in their 
system of religious doctrines. 

Among the latter were endless punishment, and, of course, 
the endless existence of the human soul. These he sanctioned 
by his own teachings, and, therefore, did not rebuke them. Had 
it been otherwise, his conduct as a teacher would have been 
more in keeping with the destructionists of our day; but, as it 
is, there is no resemblance ; and thus they are shown to be teach- 
ers of false doctrine. 

One thought more. That the Pharisees were the enemies of 
Christ is well known ; and, as such, accused him of many things, 
such as his being an enemy to Cesar, as in league with Beelze- 
bub, a blasphemer, &c. On his trial, Pilate said to him, ‘‘ Be- 
hold how many things they witness against thee.’ But did 
they ever charge him with teaching materialism, or that there 
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were no future and eternal torments for the wicked ? We have 
not an intimation that Christ and the Pharisees ever came in 
collision upon these doctrines. Is not this very strange, if the 
Saviour was a materialist, teaching and holding doctrines so dia- 
metrically opposed to the popular belief? As we have seen, it 
is admitted by Mr. Storrs, that those to whom the Saviour ut- 
tered the words, ‘‘ These shall go away into everlasting punish- 
ment,’’ understood him to mean ‘‘ strictly everlasting ;”’ ‘‘ and 

’ says Mr. Storrs, ‘‘ we understand it.’? But, when we call 
for his definition of everlasting punishment, he manufactures one 
to suit his theory. He says, ‘‘I conceive the eternal punish- 
ment signifies the final punishment.’’ — Ser., p. 24. Now, final 
means the end. So, according to this theory, we may read the 
passage thus: ‘‘ These shall go away into the end of all punish- 
ment, but the righteous into life eternal.’’ An awful sentence 
to pass upon ungodly men; namely, that they should go into the 
end of all punishment! (Sec. CX.) And yet he contends, 
after all, that the wicked are punished endlessly by annihilation. 
Hence he inquires, “If Gabriel were to transgress, and to be 
instantly, without a single pang, blotted out of existence, would 
it not be to him an eternal punishment??? We answer, No. 
What is punishment ? Webster defines it to be, ‘‘ Any pain or 
suffering inflicted on a person for a crime or offence, by the au- 
thority to which the offender is subject, either by the constitution 
of God, or civil society.”’ This is the received and understood 
definition the world over.* 

So this theory not only perverts the Bible, but it is at war 
with the English language ; for all must see that annihilation is so 
far from being etcrnal punishment, that it is, in fact, the end of 

* Mr. C. F. Hudson says, ‘* Punishment once inflicted can never be unin- 
flicted. It is never to be revoked or blotted out from the history of things. 
Once done, it becomes eternal. And this is pre-eminently true of that penalty 
which blots the sinner out of being.” — Debt and Grace, p.95. Soeternal pun- 
ishment means, not that any shall suffer on account of it, but that it shall be 


eternal in history! If this is so, it must be conceded that the Saviour left 
things in rather a loose way, to say the least. But then annihilationists will 


straighten them up! 
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all punishment; for to talk of punishing a pure nonentity is to 
talk nonsense. Mr. Storrs says, ‘‘ Our civil laws are based upon 
the principle that life is a blessing, and the deprivation of that 
life an evil, loss, penalty, or punishment.’’ Very true: it isa 
punishment, because, connected with such deprivation of life, 
there is supposed to be suffering, both mental and physical ; and 
there would be a propriety in calling it, so far as the civil law is 
concerned, a final punishment: but what jurist would ever think 
of calling it eternal punishment on that account? We should 
wonder at the imbecility of that judge who should pass the sen- 
tence of endless punishment, by hanging, upon a criminal. But, 
says Mr. Storrs, it is eternal punishment because ‘the results 
are eternal.’’ The result of Mr. Storrs’s punishment, as we 
have seen, is blank nothingness. So it is called eternal punish- 
ment because punishment is eternally ended! By this perver- 
sion of language to suit this theory, God is made to say to the 
wicked in love with sin, Repent of your sins; for, if you do not, 
I will surely put an end to your misery ! 

The Saviour knew the popular belief, and how he must be 
understood by those who listened to his teachings ; but, as before 
stated, he qualifies nothing. He does not say to them, ‘‘ Your 
doctrine of endless existence in misery is a fable; and, while I 
speak of the endless life of the saints, I mean, by the other 
member of the text, that the punishment of the wicked shall be 
ended by their annihilation.’”? Now, as an honest teacher, 
should he not have made the proper distinction between what he 
really meant and what they would certainly understand him to 
mean? If their doctrine of endless punishment was false, 
would he not have rebuked it, and that, too, in language not to 
be misunderstood ? But what is the fact? I¢ is not on record 
that ei:her Christ or his apostles ever rebuked this doctrine in a 
single instance, although they spent their days on earth among 
those who believed it, both Jews and Gentiles. Now, if Christ 
and his apostles taught the annihilation of the wicked, is it not 
reasonable to suppose that they would have come in collision 
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with the Pharisees in some way upon this point ? but they never 
did. Is not the silence of our Lord upon this error, if it were 
one, remarkable, to say the least of it? Just compare his course 
in reference to it with Universalist and destructionist ministers 
in our day, who cease not, whenever they fall into a community 
of believers in endless punishment, to oppose and expose the 
doctrine, as the greatest of errors. Could not the Saviour per- 
ceive error as well as they ? fi 

Truly these modern disciples, in this regard at least, are 
greater than their Lord! And then witness the positive decla- 
rations we have adduced in favor of the evangelical view, which 
could have been understood by those addressed to mean nothing 
else. Mr. Storrs would break the force of these thoughts by 
stating to his readers, that, in his discourse in Matt. xxv., ‘‘our 
Lord was talking to his disciples alone and privately.’? — Man’s 
Dest., p. 70. Admitting it, what then? For what purpose 
was he giving them this instruction? Was it for their own pri- 
vate benefit merely? They were Jews by birth, and, of course, 
had been instructed in Jewish theology, and knew that the doc- 
trine of endless suffering was common among the people. By 
these private lessons the Saviour was furnishing them with the 
doctrines they were to teach to the world as they were to go 
forth among the people. Hear his instructions to them : ‘‘ What 
I tell you in darkness, that speak ye in light ; and what ye hear 
in the ear, that preach ye upon the house-tops ’’ (Matt. x. 27). 
They were, then, to proclaim these private lessons to the world. 
Why were these lessons written and transmitted to us, if designed 
only for his disciples? Why did he not disabuse the minds of 
these disciples by informing them that the doctrine of the endless 
life and suffering of the sinner was a fable, and that he meant 
by everlasting punishment simply being dead? This private- 
instruction argument is resorted to to destroy the force of the 
fact that Christ in Matt. xxv. must have been understood as 
teaching the endless sufferings of the wicked. His addressing 
himself to his disciples weakens not the argument in the least; 
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for what matters it whether these words were addressed directly 
to the people, or through his disciples to the people? But let us 
look at a passage or two addressed directly to the Pharisees : 
‘“‘ He that blasphemeth against the Holy Ghost hath never for- 
giveness, but is in danger of eternal damnation ’’ (Mark iii. 29). 
Did the Pharisees understand nonentity by eternal damnation ? 
Again: ‘‘ Ye serpents, ye generation of vipers, how can ye es- 
cape the damnation of hell ?’’ (Matt. xxiii. 33). By the dam- 
nation of hell, did the Pharisees understand being dead merely ? 
With their belief of the endless existence of the wicked in mis- 
ery, they could never have understood the Saviour as teaching 
annihilation by such language. 

Another assumption to meet our argument is, that Christ 
warned his followers against these doctrines when he said, ‘‘ Be- 
ware of the doctrine of the Pharisees and of the Sadducees ”’ 
(Matt. xvi. 6-12). We deny that the Saviour hade any refer- 
ence whatever to the doctrine in question when he gave this 
warning. ‘There is not the least evidence of it, either in the 
text or context. The particular doctrine to which he referred 
was the false view that they held concerning the Messiah, — look- 
ing for signs of his coming, and teaching others to do the same, 
when, in fact, he had already come. Of this doctrine he would 
have his followers beware. Our examination will show the cor- 
rectness of this view. (See Sec. XXIV., where the perversion 
of this text is exposed). 

Other facts showing the antagonism of the Saviour’s words 
(Matt. xxv. 31-46) to Mr. Storrs’s doctrine, may be seen in 
Sec. XLVI. On the word rendered punishment, see Sec. 
LXVIL. ; also extracts from Dr. Strong, Sec. LXX XT. 


XXIV. — ‘“‘ Then said Jesus unto them, take heed and beware 
of the leaven [doctrine, ver. 12] of the Pharisees and of the 
Sadducees.’’ — Matt. xvi. 6. 


Says Mr. Storrs, ‘‘ Our Lord Jesus Christ warned his followers 
to beware of the doctrine of the Pharisees and the Sadducees. 
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The Pharisees held to a future life by an immortal entity in man. 
The Sadducees denied any future life ; setting at nought ‘the 
hope of the resurrection of the dead.’ ”’ — Dise., p. 87. Again, 
he says, ‘‘ Whatever, therefore, the Jews taught, the disciples 
had been instructed to avoid, and beware of such doctrine.’? — 
Man’s Dest., p. 70. 

Such a use of this passage is not original with this author. 
It is an old exploded Universalist perversion ; but materialism 
demands its use. Does Mr. Storrs mean to say that Christ 
warned his disciples against ad/ the doctrines held by these Jew- 
ish sects. The Jews believed in the being of God, and a gen- 
eral providence ; and Mr. Storrs believes in these doctrines, too, 
we conclude. Now, by what authority does he select the doc- 
trine of endless misery, or the doctrine’of the immortality of the 
soul, and apply this warning to either or both of them, more 
than to thesbeing of God, which he holds himself? He has no 
authority for it whatever. Moreover, this argument not only 
sweeps away the being of a God, but it stamps with falsehood 
Mr. Storrs’s doctrine of no resurrection of the wicked. With- 
out admitting its soundness, we will take Mr. Storrs’s rule in 
argument as he applies it to Acts xxiv. 15 (Sec. VII.), and see 
if he has not constructed an engine which batters down his own 
castle. What is his argument on the words of Paul? It is 
this: Paul allowed the resurrection of the just only ; the Jews’ 
doctrine of the resurrection of all men ‘‘ covered Paul’s ground, 
but went beyond it. Inasmuch, therefore, as the whole in- 
cludes the parts, the Jews allowed what Paul contended for.”’ 
Let us apply this argument to Mr. 8S. and the Sadducees. Mr. 
S. denies the resurrection of the wicked. The Sadducees de- 
nied the resurrection of all men. The Sadducees’ doctrine 
covers Mr. S.’s ground, but goes beyond it. ‘‘Jnasmuch, 
therefore, as the whole includes the parts,” the Sadducees be- 
lieved what Mr. S. contends for ; therefore, when the Saviour 
said, Beware of the doctrines of the Sadducees, he meant, Be- 
ware of the doctrine now advocated by Mr. S. ; namely, that 
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the wicked will never be raised. So Mr. 8.’s doctrine is a 
fable. This inevitable conclusion, from an application of his own 
rule, Mr. S. must receive, inasmuch as ‘‘ the whole includes the 
parts.’’ If his rule does not pervert the words of Paul, and if 
he has not perverted the Saviour’s warning under consideration, 
then he arrays Paul and Christ against cach other. Paul is 
made to teach that a part of the race will never be raised from 
the dead ; and Christ is against Paul, inasmuch as he warns his 
followers against the doctrine of the Sadducees, who also taught 
that a part of the race will never be raised. An interpretation 
which brings Paul and his master into collision, may serve the 
cause of materialism, but will not promote the cause of truth. 

It must be obvious to all investigating minds, that this use of 
the Saviour’s warning is wholly unauthorized, and never would 
be resorted to but to prop up a false system. 

We inquire again, What authority is there for applying this 
warning to: two or three doctrines held in common by evangelical 
Christians and the Pharisees? An atheist might, with equal 
propriety, force these words into his service by saying that 
‘the Saviour warned the people against the doctrine of the 
Pharisees, who were well known to have believed in the being 
of a God ;”’ and thus prove that the Saviour was an atheist, and 
that he taught his disciples atheism! With such license we 
could take the position that no Christian should believe in the 
being and unity of God, a general providence, or in the doctrine 
of the resurrection and future bliss of any of the race; and 
should any call in question such unbelief, they shall be silenced 
with ‘‘ Beware of the doctrine of the Pharisees ;”’ for they held 
all these doctrines. 

This warning was directed against the superstitious and hypo- 
critical teachings of the Jews concerning signs, as may be seen by 
the context. They rejected Christ, and were teaching the peo- 
ple to still look for the signs that should foreshadow his advent. 
It was this particular doctrine that he bade his disciples beware 
of, and not of all the doctrines held by the Jews. In verse 1, 
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the Pharisees and Sadducees insultingly ask him for a sign. 
Christ upbraids them with dulness of apprehension ; and, ealline 
them hypocrites, and a wicked and adulterous generation, seek- 
ing after a sign, declares, ‘‘ There shall no sign be given unto 
it, but the sign of the prophet Jonas.’? Christ had already 
wrought miracles in their presence sufficient to demonstrate his 
Messiahship : and but one more was necessary to fulfil the Serip- 
tures, to take away the scandal of the cross, and to establish his 
religion ; and that was his resurrection from the dead, which. 
was typified by the case of Jonah. 

Of such doctrines as this, that led the people to close their 
eyes against all the evidence of his Messiahship, and still to be 
looking for the coming of Bey deliverer, Christ would have his 
disciples beware. 

Had the Jews been asserting their doctrine of eternal punish- 
ment, or of the endless existence of the human soul, or of the 
resurrection of all men, there might be some propriety in con- 
sidering the warning as against these doctrines. But nothing 
of this occurred. It was their false doctrine concerning the 
Messiah, in which both the Pharisees and Sadducees agreed, that 
the Saviour warned his disciples against. 

We have stated (Sec. XXIII.) that Christ never warned the 
people of the falsity of the endless existence of the soul and 
the duration of punishment, as held by those with whom he had 
daily intercourse during his ministry. The text we have here 
considered is the only one we have ever seen brought to con- 
front this statement ; and with what force the reader can judge. 


XXV. — “Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able 
to kill the soul ; but rather fear him which is able to destroy 
both body and soul in hell.’’ — Matt. x. 28. (See, also, Luke 
Su t0..) i! 

This important Scripture from the Great Teacher can never 


be harmonized with materialism ; and the advocates of that sys- 
tem see that its voicé must be hushed, or the compound nature 
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of man is established : therefore they exert all the ingenuity of 
which they are capable to ward off its force. 

Mr. Storrs, in his discussion with Prof. Mattison, says, ‘‘ We 
admit, that, so far as words are concerned, Matt. x. 28 looks 
most like sustaining the professor of any thing he has urged ; yet 
we fear not.’? — Dise., p. 72. Weare aware that Mr.'S. is a very 
fearless man in reference to God’s truth, when he has a theory at 
stake. But is he bold enough to say that the Saviour has de- 
ceived the world by his words? Did the Saviour not mean 
what his words import? (Sec. II.) Or was he so deficient in 
the knowledge of terms, that, while he meant to teach material- 
ism, he has used language which clearly establishes the doctrine 
of the compound nature of man? Pray, how are we ‘to obtain 
a knowledge of Christ’s doctrine, unless we do obtain it from his 
words? Buta smoke must be raised to obscure the bright rays 
of God’s truth shining through this text, or materialism must 
fall; and Mr. 8S. says, ‘‘ We fear not ;’’ and, possessing un- 
bounded courage in this line of business, he carries his readers to 
the Old Testament, and says, ‘‘ Whatever the text means, it does 
not mean that men cannot kill the soul in any sense ; because 
the Scripture testimony, five times repeated in one chapter, 
viz., Joshua x., is, that men have killed and utterly destroyed 
souls.”” — Disc., p. 72. The word soul is sometimes used to 
denote a person; and that is the sense in which it is used in 
Joshua x. It is used in the same sense when it is said that ‘‘ a 
ship went down with one hundred souls on board ;’’ or when we 
say of a man, that ‘‘ he is a good soul,’’ — that is, he is a good 
man or person. But is the figurative use of this term, which 
sometimes occurs in the Bible, as well as elsewhere, to be 
adduced as evidence that Christ made a blunder or uttered a 
falsehood when he declared that men ‘‘ are not able to kill the 
soul’? ? Mr. Storrs himself has no confidence in this method 
of ridding his theory of the embarrassment of the text; for he 
immediately leads us away to the New Testament, Matt. xvi. 
25, 26, and brings in Dr. Clarke to testify that the word rendered 
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soul in the twenty-sixth verse might have been rendered life with 
equal propriety, and that it is so rendered in the twenty-fifth verse. 
Well, would Mr. S. have the word soul in Matt. x. 28 rendered 
life? His effort indicates this. So we may read the text thus : 
‘* Fear not them that kill the body, but are not able to kill the 
life.’ But is not the life killed when the body is killed ? What 
is the death of the body but the destruction of its life? And 
as, when the body is killed, the life is killed, and as the word 
soul, according to Mr. 8., may be rendered life, we may para- 
phase the text thus: ‘‘ Fear not them which kill the life, but 
cannot kill the life’?! Did the Saviour ever put forth such 
nonsense as this? Never. But perhaps we have not the whole 
of Mr. 8.’s idea. Let us see. After stating that this was ad- 
dressed to the disciples, he says, our Lord ‘‘ tells them that men 
can only deprive them of animal o. bodily life, while God holds 
in his hands another and more important life, which they shall 
find if faithful unto death, —a life of which men cannot deprive 
them.’? — Dise., p. 72. Now, that other and ‘‘ more important 
life ’’ named by Mr. §., is the life given by the resurrection ; for 
his theory admits of no life after death till that event. We are 
to receive the following, then, as the sense of the Saviour’s 
words: ‘‘ Fear not them which kill the present life, but are not 
able to kill the future life, which comes after the resurrection.”’ 
That is, ‘‘ not able to kill the soul’’ means that the saints can- 
not be killed by men after they are raised from the dead! ! 
Who but a persistent materialist would ever attach such a mean- 
ing to these plain words of the guileless Redeemer! Mr. C.F. 
Hudson, although a teacher of annihilation, is not quite willing 
- to be classed with materialists. Of this perversion he says, 
‘* Christ speaks of man as able to kill the body, but not the soul 
(Matt. x. 29; Luke xii. 5), where the use of the word hfe 
instead of sowl explains nothing; for in the death of the body 
the life is, in fact, destroyed. Nor will it meet the difficulty to 
say that man can destroy the life only temporarily, while God 
can destroy it eternally ; for the same is true of the body: and 


Sec. 25.] NOT OF THE BIBLE. 95 


the words of Christ make the distinction, not between the tem- 
porary and the eternal, but between the body and the soul. 
Nor can the word here rendered soul be taken as referring to the 
future eternal life of the believer, as when it is said that his 
‘life is hid with Christ in God ;”’ for this sense of the word life 
is altogether different, as the fact of life and the principle 
of life are different ideas.’’ — Debt and Grace, p. 252. | 

As every reader must see, there is not a shadow of authority 
for referring one portion of the first member of this text to the 
present life, and the other to the future beyond the resurrection. 
To do so is sheer assumption. It is the forlorn hope in the 
battle of error against truth, but never will secure a victory. 

Again: Mr. Storrs says, ‘‘ The words import, that, while men 
cannot extinguish life so but that God can revive us, he can 
utterly extinguish all life, and totally prevent a revival.’’ — L. 
Srom the Dead, p. 59. 

As to God’s ability, none, to our knowledge, doubt but he 
could destroy every thing he has created, if it were a mere ques- 
tion of power. But what God can do and what he will do are 
very different things. The term destroy, with its derivatives, 
does not always mean to annihilate ; for, if it does, the whole race 
will be struck out of existence : for Job says of God, ‘‘He de- 
stroyeth the perfect and the wicked’ (Job ix. 22). These two 
classes include all the race. The ‘‘ friends”? to whom the 
Saviour spoke were Jews by birth; and destruction in hell 
( Gehenna), with the Jews, did not mean annihilation, but future 
and endless punishment. (Sec. XXIII.) Since the doctrine 
of endless punishment is true, the word destroy, when applied to 
the condition of the lost, means ruin. We say of a young 
man who has plunged into vice, ‘‘ He has gone to destruction ; he 
is ruined: ’’ but none understand us to mean that he is annihi- 
lated. He is destroyed, but alive. It is used sometimes to 
denote temporal afflictions of the good as well as the wicked ; 
hence Job says, ‘‘ He (God) hath destroyed me on every side ”’ 
(Job xix. 10). Job was not annihilated, but alive and suffering. 
(See. XXVI.) 
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But what is the soul, according to Mr. 8.’s theory? He 
denies that there is a distinct entity called the sou!. But he has 
told us again and again, in different forms of speech, that the 
material or dust man is the soul ; that he was first a lifeless soul, 
and then became a living soul. (Sec. I.) Now, if the body, 
whether dead or alive, is the soul, with what propriety can he, 
or any of his followers, talk of ‘‘soul and body”? Such a 
theory deprives them of the use of such phraseology. Mr. S.’s 
theory says men can kill the soul: the Saviour’s theory says 
men are not able to kill the soul. A wide difference ! 

Mr. Z. Campbell defines soul to be an attribute of the organ- 
ized living body. (Sec. I.) To harmonize with this, the Saviour 
should have said, ‘Fear. him who hath power to destroy 
both attribute and body in hell”?! Again: if the body is the 
soul, or if the soul is but an attribute of the body, then man 
can kill the soul; and souls have been killed by men from the 
time the first murderer slew his victim to the present day. But 
the soul the Saviour speaks of is a very different thing, for he 
says, men ‘‘ are not able to kill the soul.”’ We shall rely upon 
his testimony. 

The Saviour in this passage inflicts a wound on materialism 
which its most skilful doctors can never heal. We close this 
section by transcribing the terse, forcible words of an able com- 
mentator. He says, ‘‘ Body... soul.— We have here 
the two parts of man’s compounded nature placed in contrast. 
They are two separate things. The body is not the soul. The 
soul is not the body. This is demonstrably the doctrine of the 
text. Them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul. 
— From these words it follows that the body may be dead, and the 
soul alive. Men can murder the body ; they can extinguish its 
corporeal life; they may burn it to ashes, and scatter its 
particles to the four winds: yet still the soul is alive. No 
blows can murder it, no fire can burn it, no water drown or 
quench it. Nothing less than this can be the meaning of the 
text ; and against the text no materialism can stand. But rather 
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fear him — namely, God. — Fear, then, and fear as the dread 
of punishment, is a right and suitable feeling. And those that 
say that such a feeling is too base to be indulged are contra- 
dicted by this text. And those who deny any punishment from 
God after the death of the body, contradict the words of Christ. 
To destroy both soul and body. The Lord does not say kill 
both soul and body. ‘To destroy is not to kill, still less to anni- 
hilate ; but to rwin. Our Lord’s words teach, not the dismissal 
of the soul from existence, but its catastrophe and ruin in exist- 
ence. And this isan evil, a destruction, which we are bound to 
fear, as a possible reality beyond our bodily death.’? — Dr. 
Whedon. 


XXVI.— ‘‘Who shall be punished with everlasting destruc- 
tion,’ &c. — 2 Thess. i. 9. 


It is asserted that the terms destroy and pertsh, with their 
derivatives, when applied to the final doom of the sinner, mean 
annihilation. We join issue, and deny that they are so used in 
the Bible in a single instance. The fact that endless punishment 
is taught (Sec. XXIII.) settles this. But we call attention to 
the scriptural use of these words. Dr. Bartlett, who has an 
able work upon this subject, after giving several texts as exam- 
ples where the words destroy and destruction occur, speaking 
of the original of these words, says, ‘‘ The same Greek word is 
also translated by the words ‘ perish,’ ‘ perdition,’ ‘ lose,’ and 
‘lost.’”? He then furnishes a few Scriptures where the latter 
words are used, and adds, ‘‘ The words here quoted, in a very 
large number of passages of the Bible refer simply to physical 
ruin or death; as where Joshua ‘destroyed’ the cities of 
Canaan and their inhabitants, and Rahab ‘ perished not.’ 

‘* But there is another use, perfectly clear and undeniable, in 
which these terms do not refer even to the loss of pbysical life, 
much less of existence, but correspond almost precisely to our 
comprehensive phrase ruin, and being ruined or undone. ‘The 


ruin may be of the most various description, — a destruction of 
7 
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the well-being in whatsoever form ; but, when applied to the pros- 
pect of the sinner, of his whole highest welfare here and here- 
after. The Greek word translated lost, perished, destroyed, has 
this for one of its most familiar meanings. “Az0Awda —I am lost, 
destroyed, or perished — was a common Attic phrase, meaning, 
according to Passow, ‘I am in the last degree miserable or 
unfortunate.’ ’? — Life and Death, p. 93. 

We purpose now to show that these terms are employed in the 
Bible to denote the ruined, deplorable, and suffering condition 
of living people. ; 

The voice of God to Israel is, ‘‘ O Isracl, thou hast destroyed 
thyself ; but in me is thy help’? (Hos. xiii. 9). , 

This was expressive of the deplorable condition into which the 
Israelites had plunged themselves by transgression. To these 
destroyed ones God says, ‘‘ In me is thy help.” They were not 
annihilated, but destroyed, afflicted, and wretched. “ 

‘“« My people are destroyed for lack of knowledge’’ (Hos. iv. 
6). Did he mean to say, ‘‘ My people are annihilated’? By 
no means ; for they were still in existence. They were destroyed ; 
i.e., involved in great trouble by their ignorance. 

The king of Babylon, who, by his reckless wars, had impoy- 
erished the nation, was told, ‘‘ Thou has destroyed thy land and 
slain thy people’ (Isa. xiv. 20). How had he destroyed it? 
He had made it poor, and thus brought great suffering upon the 
people. But, though destroyed, they were still alive. 

In predicting judgments against Moab, the Prophet says, 
‘‘The valley shall perish, and the plain shall be destroyed ”’ 
(Jer. xlviii. 8). When the judgment came upon Moab, were the 
valley and plain annihilated ? They are in existence now. 

‘¢ The rich man’s wealth is his strong city : the destruction of 
the poor is his poverty’? (Prov. x. 15). The meaning is, not 
the extinction of the poor, but he is in great affliction by his 
poverty. ‘‘Knowest thou not that Egypt is destroyed?”’ 
(Exod. x. 7.) Did Pharaoh’s servants convey the idea that 
Egypt was annihilated ? Hegypt is still found on the map of the 
world. 
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Holy Job said, ‘‘He (God) hath destroyed me on every 
side’ (Job xix. 10). Was Job annihilated and living at the 
same time ? or were these words expressive of the severe calam- 
ities which befel hin? The latter, surely. 

An example or two where the words dose and lost occur. 

As expressive of a forlorn and most wretched condition, the 
prodigal son was said to be ‘‘ dost:’’ yet he was not dead, much 
less annihilated ; for he returned to his father’s house (Luke xv. 
24). A sinner at enmity with God, is lost, or in a state of ruin. 
Hear the Saviour: ‘‘ What man of you having a hundred sheep, 
if he dose one of them, doth not leave the ninety and nine in the 
wilderness, and go after that which is José, until he find it? I 
say unto you, that likewise joy shall be in heaven over one sianer 
that repenteth, more than over ninety and nine just persons which 
need no repentance ’’ (Luke xv. 4-7). 

The unrepentant sinner is not extinct, but dost; not annihilated, 
but destroyed, or ruened. He recovers from this destruction in 
this life by repentance. If he does not repent, however, he will 
continue lost, or destroyed, and will experience what Paul calls 
‘* everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord and the 
glory of his power.”’ 

We might give other examples from the Scriptures ; but these 
are sufficient to establish the point: viz., that the words under 
consideration are used to denote the suffering, degradation, and 
ruin of living men. This form of speech is not peculiar to the 
Bible. We say of a man addicted to vice, ‘‘ He isa lost man ;”’ 
or, ‘‘ He has destroyed himself.’ No one understands us to say 
that ‘‘he has become extinct.’’ Degradation and ruin while 
living are meant. ‘‘ The war destroyed that town.’’ Not that 
it annihilated the town, but crippled the business, and caused 
great suffering. 

And, furthermore, the words under consideration are not con- 
fined in their application to the wicked, but are also applied to 
the righteous. Note the following : — 

“He destroyeth the perfect and the wicked’’ (Job ix. 22). 
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These two classes include all the race. But is the whole race 
to be annihilated ? . 

‘*Thou turnest man to destruction’ (Ps. xc. 3). This is 
not spoken of an individual, or of one class of men, but of the 
whole race, and in reference to physical death; but are all to 
become extinct at death? are all to be annihilated ? 

‘* All flesh shall perish together’? (Job xxxiv. 15): By 
‘all flesh’ is meant all mankind. But are all, good and bad, 
to be annihilated at death? - 

‘‘The righteous perisheth, and no man layeth it to heart” 
(Isa. lvii. 1). Did it say, ‘‘ The wicked perisheth,’’ it would 
be quoted by all writers on annihilation, in significant italics or 
blazing capitals, as proof most positive of their doctrine. 
The prophet is speaking of the death of the righteous, as 
may be seen by the context. ‘‘There is a just man that 
perisheth in his righteousness’? (Hecl. vii. 15). ‘‘ The good 
man is perished out of the earth’? (Micah vii.2). Were these 
annihilated ? 

A part of these texts have direct reference to the righteous, 
and all include them ; and the terms we are considering are em- 
ployed here to denote physical death, and determine nothing in 
regard to the future of man, — whether he has a soul that survives 
the body, or not. The same may be said of a large portion of 
those texts so much in use to prove the annihilation of the 
wicked ; for if the simple use of the terms perish and destroy, 
when applied to the death of the wicked, prove extinction, then 
not only the wicked, but the righteous, are blotted out of being, 
for they are applied to both classes. By examining the Scerip- 
tures, it will be found that these words have quite a range of 
meaning. They denote intense sufferings, both of individuals 
and nations ; calamities of various kinds upon different charac- 
ters. Their use often precludes the possibility of annihilation ; 
as in the case of living men and existing nations. They are 
often used to denote physical death, both of good and bad men, 
and also the final doom of the ungodly. (Sec. XLIV.) 
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The Saviour applies the word ‘‘ destroy ’’ to his own death, as 
follows : ‘‘ Destroy this temple (body), and in three days I will 
raise it up’’ (John ii. 19). (See. LXIIL.) Was the Saviour’s 
body annihilated ? It was not even decomposed ; for it did not 
see ‘corruption’? (Acts ii. 31). But his body was destroyed 
in the sense in which this term is often used in the inspired 
writings. The meaning is, ‘‘ Kill this body,”’ &c. 

This word is used not only to denote death, but also the de- 
composition of the human body by worms, as in the case of Job 
xix. 25-27. This passage is often used by our opponents to 
show that Job’s only hope of a future life was the resurrection. 
This text occurs in the passage, ‘‘ And though, after my skin, 
worms destroy this body, yet in my flesh shall I see God.” 

Now, what is there of Job to come forth in the resurrection, 
according to the theory we oppose? Nothing but his dust: no 
mind, no soul as a distinct entity. The body, the living 
man, is the soul: the mind is but an attribute of the living, 
organized dust. But did our annihilationists ever think of this, 
—viz., that, if the term destroy here means to annihilate, then Job 
can never have a resurrection, for what is annihilated can never 
be raised ? Now, as the body — the dust — was all that was 
left of Job after death, and as the worms destroyed, i. e., anni- 
hilated, that, how could Job hope for a resurrection? Upon such 
an hypothesis, there is no Job in the universe to be raised ; for the 
worms have annihilated him ! 

Is it said, that, when the terms perish and destroy are used 
to denote the final doom of the ungodly, they certainly mean 
extinction of being? We reply, they are never so used in the 
Bible. Why should they mean this when applied to men in 
the future, any more than when applied to living men in the 
present world? If men are destroyed for scores of years, while 
living in the present world, may they not be destroyed in the 
same way while diving in the future world? We have seen that 
these words do not, of themselves, teach annihilation ; for, if so, 
then not only the wicked, but the righteous, are to become 
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extinct, and the Saviour’s body was annihilated, and, therefore, 
was never raised, as the Scriptures assert ; and thus the world is 
left without any hope of a Saviour or of a future life ! 

With these facts before us, we discover the sense in which the 
word destruction is employed by the apostle when he says of 
the ungodly, ‘‘ Who shall be punished with everlasting destruc- 
tion from the presence of the Lord,’ &c. Here observe that it 
is admitted by leading writers on the opposite side, that Paul, in 
this passage, is treating upon the same event that the Saviour 
does in Matt. xxv. 831-46; and, of course, Paul’s words are to be 
interpreted in harmony with those of the Great Teacher. Christ 
there teaches, not annihilation, but endless punishment. (See 
Sec. XXIII.) 

Mr. Blain, a very valiant annihilationist, remarks upon these 
words as follows: ‘‘If perish and destroy mean to live in 
misery, as preachers say, then beasts live in endless woe; for the 
terms are often applied tothem.”—Death not Life, p.20. Since 
we haye shown most conclusively from the Scriptures that these 
terms are used to denote life in misery, we will do no more now 
than to present the following as an off-set to Mr. Blain’s quibble. 
If these terms mean the penalty of sin, ‘as preachers say,”’ 
then God punishes beasts for their sins; ‘“‘for the terms ‘are 
often applied to them: ’’ and as Mr. B. teaches that men are to be 
raised from the dead that the penalty may be inflicted, then 
beasts must be raised from the dead that the penalty may be 
inflicted! Will the beasts come forth in the resurrection of both 
the just and unjust, — the righteous beasts to be rendered immor- 
tal, and the wicked beasts to be annihilated ? 

It would be a severe reflection upon Mr. B.’s intellect to say 
that he believed that there was any force in his argument. But 
he did know, doubtless, that there are some persons so ignorant of 
the Bible, or with minds so badly balanced, that they would be 
influenced by such a quibble. The end sanctifies the means. 

The Psalmist says, ‘‘ Destructions are come to a perpetual 
end”? (Ps. ix. 6). Now, what would be thought of us, did we 
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set up an argument from this text, showing that, as destruction 
denotes the penalty of sin, and as it was declared more than 
two thousand years ago that destructions had then come to a 
“‘ perpetual end,’’ therefore God has inflicted no punishment 
since that period, and never will again punish any sinner? By 
all candid minds, such work would be considered as worse than 
trifling ; and yet such work would not be very unlike that 
which employs the pens of a certain class of materialists. 
Again: ‘Thou hast destroyed the wicked; thou hast put out 
their name for ever and ever”? (Ps. ix. 5). This was uttered 
more than two thousand years ago. Now, if these wicked 
persons were annihilated more than two thousand years since, so 
that their names were “‘ put out for ever and ever,” how can 
they come up in the resurrection yet future, and be killed over 
again, as the theory of some asserts ? 

It is quite common for materialists, in their publications, to 
mass a great number of texts, as if their theory depended upon 
the multitude of texts they can collect, containing the words 
**destroy,”’ ‘‘ perish,” &c.; assuming, of course, that extinction 
of being is meant. Blain, Z. Campbell, and others, present 
specimens of this. Such writers well understand that not one 
in a hundred of their readers possesses the inclination or industry 
to search out these Scriptures ; or, if a few do, a great majority 
do not: henee the gain is all on their side; as many of their 
readers, who possess but a limited knowledge of the Bible, 
suppose, from such an array of Scriptures containing the same 
word, that the theory put forth’ must be the truth of God. 
There are many persons of intelligence in other matters who are 
very ignorant of the contents of the Bible. It is lamentable 
that itis so. To many of these, God’s penalties are not very 
satisfactory. Annihilationists adapt their teachings and appeals 
to this feeling ; and this, together with their use of texts, as we 
have stated, gives them much of their success. 
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XXVII. — ‘ For evil doers shall be cut off ; but those that wait 
upon the Lord shall inherit the earth.’”’—Psa. xxxvii. 9. 


This text is produced to prove-the annihilation of the wicked, 
and that the saints are to inherit ‘‘ the new heaven and earth.” 
— Death not Life, p. 18. Thisisall assumption. To be ‘‘ cut 
off”? is not equivalent to annihilation ; and there is no warrant 
whatever, either in the text or context, for interpreting the word 
‘‘earth’’ to mean the ‘‘ new heaven and earth,”’ as Mr. Blain has 
done. The twenty-eighth verse reads thus, speaking of the saints : 
‘* They are preserved forever ; but the seed of the wicked shall 
be cut off.” It is quite evident that the Psalmist had no 
reference whatever to the future condition of man. Surely 
those who can deprive the words forever anid everlasting of 
their unlimited meaning, as flippantly as some of our opponents 
‘can, when used to prove endless suffering, will not rely upon 

the word forever as here used to teach endless preservation in 
the ‘“‘new heaven and earth”’ after the resurrection.* But, 
admitting that the future state is intended, the question to 
determine is, does the expression ‘‘ ew¢ off’? mean annihilation ? 
It does not. If it does, then the Psalmist became extinct while 
yet alive; for he says, ‘‘ Thy terrors have cut me off” (Ps. 
Ixxxvili. 16). This was expressive of great mental distress. Our 
Saviour’s words are instructive upon this: point. He says, 
speaking of an ‘‘ evil servant,” ‘‘ The lord of that servant shail 
come, ... and shall cut him asunder” (Matt. xxiv. 51): 
that is, cut him in two; which, of course, implies the taking of 
physical life. Well, is this the end of him? What next, now 
physical life is extinct? The Saviour continues, ‘‘ And shall 
appoint him his portion with the hypocrites: there shall be 
weeping and gnashing of teeth.’’ Observe, this association 
with hypocrites, and the agony so forcibly expressed by weeping 
and gnashing of teeth, did not occur before he was cut asunder, 
but afterwards; that is, after animal life had departed, his 
portion was assigned him, which was a life of misery after the 


* Mr. Blain, on pp, 86 and 88, limits the word forever to the present world. 
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body was cut off by death. Mr. Storrs’s theory denies any 
future suffering on the part of the wicked, and asserts that a 
state of non-being is the penalty of sin; that not dying, but being 
dead, is the punishment. (Sec. I.) But the case presented by 
the Saviour does not well harmonize with this view. The 
wicked servant is first cut asunder, and then comes the appoint- 
ment to degradation and misery, instead of nonentity. We 
prefer the Saviour’s doctrine to that taught by the man at 
Brooklyn. 

The phrase ‘‘ cut off’ is sometimes used to denote a release 
from deep affliction ; hence Job prays that God ‘* would let loose 
his hand, and cut me off;” “‘ then,’ says Job, “I should yet 
have comfort’? (Job vi. 9, 10). . 

It is also used in the Bible to denote physical death, without 
designating any thing in respect to the future. God said to 
Israel, ‘‘ I will cut off from thee the righteous and the wicked ”’ 
(Hz. xxi. 3). Does this mean that both were to become extinct ? 
It means nothing more than that both classes should die out of 
the land of Israel. The prophets foretold concerning Christ as 
follows: ‘‘ He was cut off out of the land of the living ”’ 
(Isa. lili. 8) ; ‘‘and after threescore and two weeks shall Messiah 
be cut off’ (Dan. ix. 26). None will contend that Christ was 
annihilated. His physical death was the fulfilment of this 
prophecy ; and in this sense he was cut off. 

This expression is also used in reference to national calamities 
and ruin, and also to signify the sufferings of living men in this 
world ; as in the case of the Psalmist and Job, already mentioned. 
Jeremiah was in the dungeon, and greatly afflicted, and said of 
himself, ‘IT am cut off’? (Lam. ii. 54). But he was. stili in 
existence. See also Luke xii. 45-48, where the wicked 
servant is first ‘‘ cut in sunder,”’ or cut off, which is expressive 
of physical death, and, after this, had his portion assigned him 
with hypocrites and unbelievers, where stripes were inflicted in 
proportion to.crime ; showing that men suffer after the death of 
the body. (Sec. LIV.) 
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XXVIII. — ‘‘ For behold the day cometh that shall burn as an 
oven; and all the proud, yea, and all that do wickedly, shall 
be stubble: and the day that cometh shall burn them up, saith 
the Lord of hosts, that it shall not leave them neither root 
nor branch.” — Mal. iv. 1. 

This highly figurative language seems to be relied upon 
with the greatest confidence as teaching the extermination of the 
wicked ; but not one of the theories, as we shall show, that are 
now advocated by their leaders, admits of its use. To what’does 
the passage refer? It is a figurative or symbolical description 
of the ruin either of wicked persons or nations. Burning by 
fire is often used in the Bible when it does not mean annihila- 
tion. Some have construed this to denote God’s judgments upon 
the Jews, in the destruction of their city by the Romans. We 
are aware that burning and fire are often used to denote intense and 
protracted suffering in this world. But our opinion is, that the 
scene symbolized here is the judgment-day ; and that it no more 
teaches annihilation than the description given in Num. xxi. 
28-30, of fire and flame, teaches the- annihilation of the land 
of Moab. Jeremiah describes the overthrow of Mount Zion as 
follows: ‘‘The Lord hath accomplished his fury: he hath 
poured out his fierce anger, and hath kindled a fire in Zion, and 
it hath devoured the foundation thereof’? (Lam. iv. 11). This 
is certainly very strong language; but who would think of inter- 
preting it to mean the annihilation of Mount Zion? Stress is 
laid upon the expression, ‘‘ shall be burned up;”’ but this is no 
more forcible than the one concerning Mount Zion ; viz., that the 
fire ‘‘hath devoured the foundation” of it, which, of course, 
was not literally true. It was not literally devoured or anni- 
hilated, for it is still in existence. This is a symbolical expres- 
sion to denote a temporal calamity which befel the J ewish people. 
This figure of fire is not only common in the Old Testament, 
applied to present and future calamities, but it is so used in the 
New Testament. Says an excellent writer upon this subject, 
“The fre of punishment is definitely described in the New 

* 
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Testament as the agent of conscious, continued anguish, and not 
of extinction.’’ The rich man, who, “‘ in hell, lifted up his eyes, 
being in torments,” said, ‘‘I am tormented in this flame.” 
$s The devil that deceived them was cast into the lake of fire and 
brimstone, where the beast and the false prophet are; and shall 
be tormented day and night forever’? (Rev. xx. 10). The 
worshipper of the beast and his image ‘“‘ shall be tormented with 
Jire and brimstone in the presence of the holy angels, and in the 
presence of the Lamb; and the smoke of their torments 
ascendeth up for ever and ever ; and they have no rest, day nor 
night’? (Rev. xiv. 10, 11). ‘‘ The furnace of fire,’’ into 
which the wicked shall be cast at the end of the world, is 
described as a place where ‘‘ there shall be wailing and gnash- 
ing of teeth’? (Matt. xiii. 42, 50). These passages, so full and 
explicit, are conclusive that fire symbolizes an irresistible over- 
throw of perpetual suffering, and not of extinction.”? Again: 
‘‘The same methods of speech — probably from the necessity 
of the case, and certainly in conformity with the usage which 
represents the joys of heaven under the forms of this world 
— are employed to describe the punishments of the wicked here- 
after. Indeed, that flame is sometimes apparently represented 
as a continuous fire following them into the other world: ‘‘ For 
a fire is kindled in mine anger, and shall burn unto the lowest 
hell’? (Deut. xxxii. 22). Sodom and Gomorrah ‘are set 
forth as an example, suffering the vengeance of eternal fire,’? — 
“the temporal overthrow passing into an endless woe, of which 
it was a fearful symbol’’ (Dr. S. C. Bartlett). 

That the highly figurative text at the head of this section does 
not teach extinction is clear from the fact that unrepentant 
sinners will suffer endless torments. (Sec. XXIIT.) 

Moreover, if it is to be understood literally, it is not suited to 
either of the three annihilation theories now in vogue.* If it 

* Since this section was written, we have learned from the writings of Elder M. 
Grant, that he unites with Mr. Storr s in teaching that death without suffering is 
the penalty of sin, but dissents from him in holding a second death. (See Sec. 


I.) This adds one more theory to the number; making four eure theories 
put forth by the leaders of annihilation | 
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refers to some temporal event, then it is certainly not available ; 
and if it refers to the second advent, or to the judgment and the 
punishment of sinners at that time, as some teach, then it is not 
suited to either of the theories named. What does Mr. Storrs 
teach concerning the punishment of sinners? If we have kept 
a proper lookout, his /as¢ divulged theory is as follows: The 
penalty of sin is not suffering, but death, or a state of non-being. 
The wicked die but once, and for them there is no resurrection, 
and, of course, no future judgment (Sec. I.) ; and the suffering 
preceding or attendant upon dying is no part of the penalty. 
According to his theory, the wicked dead have been annihilated ; 
not on any particular day, or by any one great conflagration, but 
one by one, as they have died, for nearly six thousand years past. 
The prophet says, ‘‘ Behold the day cometh, that shall burn as 
an oven ; and all the proud, yea, and all that do wickedly,” &c., 
‘“‘and the day that cometh shall burn them up,”’ &c. Mr. Storrs’s 
theory says that millions of the proud and wicked had received 
their final doom, many of them thousands of years before the 
prophet uttered these words. His doctrine, then, derives no sup- 
port from this passage. 
The form of annihilation advocated by Mr. C. F. Hudson 
admits of no such burning up of all sinners at a specified time, 
as may be seen by his views of the resurrection. (Sec. VIL.) 
Mr. Hastings rejects Mr. Storrs’s new doctrine for this reason, 
among others: that, upon his theory, all sinners, whatever their 
guiltiness, suffer precisely the same penalty ; which is contrary 
to all sense of justice, and also to the plain declarations of Scrip- 
ture ; namely, that men shall be rewarded according to their 
works, which is impossible, if simply being dead is their doom. 
In opposition to this, Mr. Hastings asserts that the decay and 
pain attendant on dying constitute a part of the death, or penalty, 
threatened ; and thus he finds place for degrees of punishment, 
so that all shall suffer according to their deserts. He teaches, 
that, at Christ’s second advent, all will be raised from the dead ; 
that the judgment will take place ; and that annihilation will be 


Sec. 28.] NOT OF THE BIBLE. 109 


the sentence of the wicked. But are they all to be burnt up 
at once? Byno means. They are to be annihilated at differ- 
ent periods, more or less remote from the judgment-day, in pro- 
portion to the heinousness of their sins. He says, ‘‘ It took 
nine hundred and thirty years to execute the death-penalty pro- 
nounced upon Adam: how long it may require to execute the 
penalty of the second death upon individual sinners I do not 
pretend to say. But all the processes which result in being dead 
are as surely death as the perfected condition of death.” (Sec. 
I.) Does this sound like the doom enunciated by the Prophet ? 
If we are to consider the burning-up to be literal, as is con- 
tended by those who use the text, then it takes place at a speci- 
fied time called “‘the day ”’ that ‘‘cometh, that shall burn as an 
oven: ”’ and the whole construction of the passage goes to show 
that the doom on that day is to be immediate, general, and simul- 
taneous ; for ‘‘ all the proud, yea, all that do wickedly,”’ shall 
be burnt up in ‘“‘ the day that cometh,” and not some on that 
day, and others one, ten, a hundred, or a thousand years after, 
according to the magnitude of their crimes. Interpreting this 
literally allows but one event, but one process, by which all the 
ungodly are swept away. There can be no perceptible degrees 
of punishment where all are in a fire which burns like ‘an 
oven.”’ (Sec. LIV.) Interpret the text literally, and not one 
_ of these three theories can claim its support. We see, then, that 
the confident use made of this passage by many of the destruc- 
tionists is at war with the different forms of their own faith, as 
presented by their leaders. Admit the truth, namely, that it is 
a symbolical description of a great calamity, which shall be the 
doom of wicked men at the judgment; then compare it with 
other portions of the Bible treating upon the same subject, and 
it will be found to symbolize, not annihilation, but existence in 
misery. (Sec. XXVI.) In applying this text, it is always 
assumed that man is purely material, and then that the fire is 
literal ; and, therefore, to be burnt up means extinction of being. 
That man is a compound being, including a soul which survives 
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the death of the body, we have shown again and again in these 
pages. We have seen, too, that devouring by fire is used as a 
figure when annihilation is not meant. If a house were to burn, 
and some persons were to lose their lives in the flames, we should 
say that they were burnt up; and, if father and son were to die 
thus, we might say that neither root nor branch was left (Jer. 
xxil. 5; Isa. xi. 1; Rev. xxii. 16). This could all be said in 
harmony with our views of the indestructibility of the soul, and 
none would misunderstand us. 

The Saviour declares that ‘‘ whosoever liveth and believeth in 
me shall never die”? (John ix. 26). Again: ‘‘If a man keep 
my sayings, he shall never see death’’ (John viii. 51). And, 
furthermore, it is said, ‘‘In the way of righteousness . . . 
there is no death’’ (Prov. xii. 28). Now, what would be thought 
of us, were we to take the position, from these texts, that no 
Christian will ever die in any sense? We should have scores 
of texts arrayed against us, teaching the death of good men; 
and, furthermore, it would be said in argument, that, if believers in 
Christ do not die, then there will be no resurrection of believers 
from the dead ; which proves the Christian religion to be false. 
Well, we might advance the doctrine that there will be no 
resurrection, and adduce the following as proof: ‘‘ He that goeth 
down to the grave shall come up no more’’ (Job vii. 9) ; and 
also that Job had no hope of a resurrection whatever ; since, in 
speaking of death, he says, ‘‘ Mine eyes shall see no more good ”’ 
(Job vii. 7), which he never would have said if he expected to 
be raised immortal, and thus see eternal good. We inquire 
again, What would be thought of us, were we to set up arguments 
like these against death and the resurrection, which are taught 
so plainly in the Bible? We should be charged, and properly 
too, with adopting a most unfair method in argument. Our 
attention would be called to other Scriptures in great numbers, 
where death and the resurrection are taught ; and we should be 
told that these Scriptures should modify such texts as we had 
urged. We should be charged with unfairness in argument, and 
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with a design to sustain a false theory, rather than to bring out 
the truth. But such a course in argument would be no more 
unfair and ¢wistical than the course pursued by the annihila- 
tionists with the text under consideration. We show by a great 
number of Scriptures that man is a compound being, and that 
the soul will not die with the body. We also show that the 
wicked, as well as the righteous, will exist forever. Destruction- 
ists, with an air of triumph, ery out, ‘‘ The day that cometh 
shall burn them up: .. . it shall leave them neither root nor 
branch.’”? With equal force might we, when they urge the resur- 
rection, cry out, ‘‘ He that goeth down to the grave shall come 
up no more ;’’ or, when they talk of the death of the righteous, 
we might say, ‘‘ If a man keep my sayings, he shall never see 
death ;’’ and thus with equal force disprove the death and the 
resurrection of the righteous. 

The Scripture we are considering is ever at hand to silence all 
objections. And yet, as we have seen; even if literally applied, 
it cannot be made to teach the doctrines of Messrs. Storrs, Hud- 
son, and Hastings. Bear these thoughts in mind, reader, when 
you chance to hear a setter-forth of annihilation, who will be very 
likely to exult at the thought that the righteous, at the time 
named, shall Literally ‘‘ tread dewn the wicked,” and that the 
wicked shall be Mterally ‘‘ ashes under the soles’”’ of their feet ; 
and he will be quite sure not to omit telling you that the fire 
‘* shall leave them neither root nor branch; ’’ which means, as we 
conclude, that neither father nor son among the wicked shall be 
exempt from punishment. 

One thought more: Messrs. Storrs, Hudson, and followers 
will not claim this text in support of their theories, as the former 
denies the resurrection of the wicked, and the latter virtually 
does the same (Sec. VII.) ; which admits of no future judgment, 
when the wicked shall be burnt up. We have also shown that, 
those entertaining Mr. Hastings’s view can with no consistency 
employ it, inasmuch as its literal application lies against the 
Scripture doctrine of degrees of punishment, as taught by him. 
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But still, as inconsistent as it is, it is often used in a flippant 
way by the last-named class of destructionists. They should 
understand, however, that, to rely upon the expression ‘‘ burn 
them up” to teach annihilation, shuts out most effectually the 
resurrection of the wicked. Inspiration says, ‘‘ The flame burnt 
up the wicked”’ (Ps. evi. 18). This is predicted of the calam- 
ity which befel the two hundred and fifty wicked princes con- 
nected w:th the rebellion of Korah against Moses and Aaron 
(Num. xvi. 35). Now, if we define the phrase ‘‘ burnt up ”’ to 
mean annihilation, then these Korah rebels were annihilated 
thousands of years ago. A resurrection is not a new creation, 
but it implies that there is something in existence to be raised. 
What is annihilated cannot be resurrected ; for to talk of the 
resurrection of nothing is not very sensible, to say the least of it. 
The Korah rebels, then, received their doom many ages since, 
and, therefore, will never be raised or judged! It is this rigidly 
literal interpretation of certain phrases in the Bible that has 
caused Mr. Storrs to put forth the glaring heresy of no resurrec- 
tion of the wicked. Consistency demanded this. (Sec. CI.) 
Those who admit the resurrection of the wicked, and a future 
judgment, and yet teach annihilation, will do well to bear this in 
mind. Many of their proof-texts refer to the first, or physical 
death ; and, if annibilation takes place, then it sets aside the 
resurrection. Mr. Storrs, however, should not stop where he is. 
One step more should*be taken ; viz., the denial of the resurrec- 
tion of both the righteous and the wicked. There are certain 
isolated texts, or texts which can be torn from their connection, 
which, in hands not over scrupulous, could be used to sustain such 
a theory, and, with the ingenuity possessed by Mr. S. in this 
work, could be rendered equally plausible with the theory he 
now advocates. Then he could strike hands with his old rela- 
tives, the French annihilationists, and proclaim that ‘‘ death is 
an eternal sleep’’ for all the race! Mr. Blain says, ‘“‘ It is yet a 
matter of doubt with me, whether literal fire is ever intended as 
the instrument to destroy the wicked.’” — Death not Life, p.75. 
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Mr. Blain, judging from his book, is a smart annihilationist ; 
and we hope his brethren, who so often quote the text we have 
considered, will take his ‘‘ dowbé’’ into consideration. 


XXIX.— “Let the sinners be consumed out of the earth, and 
let the wicked be no more.”’ — Psa. civ. 85. ‘* The wicked 
shall perish . . . into smoke shall they consume away.”’ — 
Psa. xxxvii. 19, 20. ‘‘ Consume them in wrath, consume 
them, that they may not be.’’ — Psa. lix. 18. 


These, with two other texts of like import, under the head of 
‘““consume,’ are presented by Mr. Blain, and are, he says, 
“« selected and judged to refer to-the final doom of the wicked.” 
—L. not Death, p. 10. But when, according to this author, 
does the final doom of the wicked take place? Not at the first 
death, as Mr. Storrs asserts, but at the second death. But what 
evidence is there that these Scriptures refer to the second death ; 
that is, the death after the resurrection? Just none atall. In 
Scripture imagery, cannot a living man be consumed without 
annihilating his conscious being? Most certainly. Jacob, when 
he uttered the following, was not extinct, but living. Describing 
physical suffering, he says, ‘‘ In the day, the drought consumed 
me, and the frost by night’? (Gen. xxxi. 40). Again: the 
Psalmist says, ‘‘ For we are consumed by thine anger, and by 
thy wrath are we troubled”’ (Psa. xc. 7). Here reference is 
had, not to the second, but to the first death. 

‘*¢T am in trouble: mine eye is consumed with grief; yea, my 
soul and my belly. For my life is spent with grief, and my 
years with sighing ; my strength faileth because of mine iniquity, 
and my bones are consumed.” (Psa. xxxi. 9,10). This is 
strong figurative language, expressive of great mental and physi- 
cal suffering in this world. God said of living men, ‘“ They. 
have even defiled my holy name by their abominations that they 
have committed: wherefore I have consumed them in mine 
anger.’’ What else does he say of these consumed ones? He 


says, ‘‘ Now, let them put away their whoredom, and the car- 
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cases of their kings, far from me; and I will dwell in the midst 
of them forever ”’ (Hzek. xliii. 8,9). That is, God will dwell in 
the midst of these consumed persons forever! Now, who, in 
reading these and scores of other texts where the word consume 
occurs, thinks of interpreting them literally? In the strong 
language of Eastern poetry, men in deep affliction, whether good 
or bad, are said to be consumed. This term is also employed, 
like the terms destroy and perish, sometimes to denote physical 
death ; which is not annihilation : for, if it is, there can be no res- 
urrection or second death. The word consume, and its deriva- 
tives, are used more than a hundred and twenty times in the 
Bible. Out of this great number, Mr. Blain has attempted to 
press but six into his service, —just six. We admit, that, if 
these unequivocally teach annihilation, the doctrine is true, 
though the number is small. Tour of these texts stand at the 
head of this section. The other two are Psa. xlix. 14, and Isa. 
i. 28. Do they teach the doctrine? It cannot possibly be 
pressed out of them. While the word consume is often used 
to express both mental and physical sufferings in this world, it 
is also used iu a few instances to denote the cessation of earthly 
existence. Mr. Blain, in his Death and Life, p. 16, quotes 
Psa. civ. 835, as follows: ‘‘ Let the sinners be consumed, and 
let the wicked be no more.’’ In this he accidentally (!), per- 
haps, leaves out the words, ‘‘ out of the earth.’ The text un- 
mangled reads thus: ‘‘ Let the sinners be consumed out of the 
earth, and let the wicked be no more.’ The sense evidently 
is, Let them be no more on the earth. He also quotes a part of 
Psa. lix. 13: ‘‘ Consume them in wrath ; consume them, that they 
may not be;”’ leaving off the last member of the text, which 
reads, ‘‘ and let them know that God ruleth in Jacob unto the 
ends of the earth ;”’ showing that reference is had, not to the 
future state, but to the present world, where God governed the 
Jews. He quotes Psa. xxxvii. 19, 20, as follows: ‘‘‘The wicked, 
into smoke shall they consume away.’ These detached sentences 
he adduces to prove that the wicked shall be annihilated in the 
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future state, or at the second death. But these no more refer to 
the second death than they do to the siege of Troy. We deny the 
future-state reference of the two texts of which these sentences 
are a part. They read, when given in full, thus: ‘‘ They (the 
righteous) shall not be ashamed in the evil time ; and in the days 
of famine shall they be satisfied. But the wicked shall perish ; 
and the enemies of the Lord shall be as the fat of lambs: they 
shall consume; into smoke shall they consume away.’ But 
when shall the wicked perish and consume away? Is it beyond 
this life, at the second death? No. Butin “the days of famine ;”’ 
at which time the righteous shall be supplied, but the wicked, being 
unsupplied, shall perish and consume away by starvation. That 
this is the sense, all must see who will give a moment’s attention 
to the passages. ‘The scene is not laid beyond the grave, but in 
this world, where consuming away as a result of famine is expe- 
rienced. In the treatment of these Scriptures, we have a very 
fair sample of the method of detaching sentences, and misapply- 
ing them, so common in the writings of destructionists, and es- 
pecially in the work before us by Mr. Blain. The other two, 
to make out his six texts, aid his cause no better than these. But 
even if a text could be found with the word consume attached, 
and evidently referable to the future state, that would not prove 
annihilation ; for, if men are consumed for a series of years in 
this world, and still living, by parity of reason they may in the 
future state, be consumed eternally, and still exist. Should Mr. 
Storrs, who sets aside Mr. Blain’s theory of a second death, 
claim these Scriptures in support of his views, it is replied, that, 
when he has proved that man has no distinct entity called the 
soul (Sec. XXV.), then he may with some propriety set up a 
claim to those passages where the word conswme occurs, when 
referable to physical death, as teaching annihilation. But, as 
the Son of God has so squarely contradicted his theory concern- 
ing the soul and the resurrection (Sec. XXII.), these passages 
are not available, Great reliance is place on that part of David’s 
prayer where he says, ‘‘ Let the wicked be no more.”’ We think 
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all admit that David was a good man when he wrote his psalms. 
In another prayer he says, ‘‘ Oh! spare me, that I may recover 
strength, before I go hence and be no more’’ (Psa. xxxix. 13). 
It will be seen that he here uses precisely the same phraseology, 
‘* be no more,” in reference to himself that he does concerning 
the wicked, in the text we have considered. (Sec. LIL) But 
did the ‘‘ man after God’s own heart ’’ hope for nothing after 
death but dreary annihilation? Or, rather, is it not as clear as 
a sunbeam that it is a gross perversion to use the phrase ‘‘ be no 
more’’ as our opponents do, to prove their doctrine? Is it still 
insisted that ‘‘ be no more’ expresses annihilation ? Then blank 
nothingness not only awaits the ungodly, but the righteous also ; 
and thus the world is left without any hope. To such results do 
their arguments tend. Are they sound? Again: is it not said 
(Psa. lix. 18), ‘‘ consume them that they may not be”? Yes; 
but the sense is, as the context shows, that they may not be in the 
earth. But, admitting it a future-state reference, do not materi- 
alists assert that the state of both the righteous and the wicked 
between death and the resurrection is a state of non-being ? So 
they define death (Sec. I.). Well, then, if ‘‘that they may not 
be’? means annihilation, we have only to repeat, that both the 
righteous and the wicked are doomed to extinction ! 

On the oft-perverted expression, ‘‘the wicked shall not be” 
(Psa. xxxvil. 10), see Sec. XLVI. 


XXX. — “‘ Verily I say unto thee, To-day shalt thou be with me 
on Paradise.’ — Luke xxii. 48. 


Messrs. Storrs and Campbell, as do most materialists, com- 
plain of the punctuation, and would have the comma placed 
after the word to-day, and not after the word thee, so as to 
stand thus: ‘‘ Verily I say unto thee to-day, Thou shalt be with 
me in paradise.”’ So the Saviour finds it necessary to use the 
impressive term verily, to inspire confidence in the thief that 
he is speaking to him to-day, not yesterday or to-morrow ! 
Could a greater absurdity be conceived of? But when is the 
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thief to be with Christ in paradise? Not till after the resur- 
rection, say these men ; and Mr. Campbell refers us to Matt. 
xxv. 31-34 as the time, —an event yet future. But Mr. Storrs 
says, “If by to-day is only to be understood quickly, or in a 
short time, it may be answered, that, at Jesus’ resurrection, many 
of the saints that slept arose, and came out of their graves after 
his [Christ’s} resurrection. Christ was the ‘first-born from the 
dead among many brethren’ (Col. i. 18). Thus the promise of 
Christ was fulfilled to the thief, if he was among those who 
arose with the Saviour.” — Intermediate State, p. 9. 

“Tf,” says Mr. Storrs, ‘‘he was among,” &c. But what 
evidence has he furnished that the thief arose from the dead at 
that time? The passage from Col. i. 18 proves nothing in favor 
of it. We may guess a great many things; but we want proof. 
We may obtain light, amid the fog of these expounders, by just 
learning what the dying thief would understand the Saviour to 
mean by paradise. Says Parkhurst, ‘‘ Paradeisos (paradise) 
is, in the New Testament, applied to the state of faithful souls 
between death and resurrection ;”’ and then refers to the pas- 
sage before us in proof of it. Again he says, ‘‘ And it may, 
perhaps, be worth observing that the Jews likewise use paradise 
for their intermediate state of holy departed souls.’’ Robinson 
says, ‘‘ Paradeisos (paradise) in the Jewish necrology, — that 
part of Hades in which the souls of the pious enjoyed happiness 
until the resurrection (Luke xxii. 43), where Jesus speaks in 
a manner adapted to the comprehension of the penitent thief.” 
Here we learn from these two eminent authors how the thief 
would understand the Saviour. Paradise is a place of happiness 
in Hades, the place of departed spirits between death and the 
resurrection. The soul of Christ went to the same place in 
Hades (Acts ii. 81), and he assured the penitent by his side 
that he should be with him. Furthermore, the Saviour said, when 
dying (Luke xxii. 46), ‘‘ Father, into thy hands I commend 
my spirit.”’ Christ, then, and the penitent thief, had souls 
which survived their bodies. Peter, speaking of David’s 
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prophecy, says (Acts ii. 31), ‘‘ He, seeing this before, spake 
of the resurrection of Christ, that his soul was not left in hell, 
[ Hades, the place of departed spirits], neither did his flesh see 
corruption.”’ Mark the distinction between soul and flesh. 
Mr. Balfour, the Universalist, who contended as zealously as our 
opponents do, that, without the resurrection, there is no future 
life whatever, but that all will be raised immortal, admitted, as 
every honest and enlightened mind must, that Hades, in the cur- 
rent opinion of the Jews at the time of Christ, was supposed to 
be the habitation of departed spirits. What, then, would this 
quotation made by Peter convey to the mind of a Jew? It 
would plainly teach him that the soul of Christ went into the 
spirit-world having a conscious existence ; and the same that it 
conveyed to the Jew is conveyed to us.* The soul of Christ 
went to paradise, in Hades, and his flesh was put into Joseph’s 
tomb. His soul did not remain in Hades, but was returned to 
his body, that body having been raised before putrefaction took 
place ; and thus the prophecy was fulfilled. Christ used the 
figure of a temple to represent his body, which was to be raised 
again by his own power the third day (John ii. 19-22). Did 
his spirit die with his body, and go into the grave with it? By 
no means ; for, as we have seen, he commended that to the hands 
of his Father. It is said that Christ did not come in his kingdom, 
on the day that the thief made his request. This we admit. The 
thief, in his penitence, begs to be remembered when he should 
come into his kingdom. The manner in which he should be re- 
membered he does not name, but refers it to the Saviour. The 
following, from the celebrated Wolzogenius, .presents the case in 
a clear light. Force is given to it by the fact that he advocated 
the sleep of the soul. He says, ‘‘ Zo-day.— This adverb is 
not to be connected with the preceding, thus, Z say to thee 
to-day (which the Syriac version also expressly repudiates) ; 
neither is the sense, To-day, that is, after my resurrection (post 
resurrectionem meam), thou shalt be with me in paradise. But 
Christ promises to the thief more than he besought ; as if he 


See. 30.] NOT OF THE BIBLE. 119 


had said, You ask that I will at some time remember you, when 
I shall receive my kingdom. But I affirm to you that I shall 
not delay so long the fulfilment of your supplication ; but to-day, 
that is, in this very day, so soon as you have passed from this 
life, you shall be with me in paradise. There is, according to 
Jewish usage, a singular emphasis in this adverb fto-day,’’ &e. 
He also proves, by invincible arguments, that the Jews distin- 
guished ‘‘ the state of paradise, into which pious souls enter at 
death, from the resurrection state; ’’ and adds, ‘‘ As Christ, 
therefore, here wished so to speak as that the thief understood 
what he said, in accordance with the meaning attached to such 
language by the Jews, why, surely, since he made mention of par- 
adise, and had also named the time, to-day, as he was even then 
with him in the agony of death, it is certain that the thief could 
have understood nothing else by paradise than that state or place 
into which the Jews believed that the souls of Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob, and the rest of the pious, were conveyed at death. 
This, therefore, is what Christ would say: ‘ Not only when I 
come in my kingdom will I remember thee ; but even now, fo- 
day, thy soul shall be with me in the place and with the con- 
gregation of the righteous!’ For Christ did not vainly and with- 
out cause add the word to-day.’’* 

As to the pointing of the text, with which the annihilationists 
are not well pleased, ‘‘the old Syriac version, which appears to 
have been made previous to the death of the Apostle John, ex- 
presses the particle: ‘‘ Verily, I say unto thee that to-day thou — 
shalt be with me in paradise.’’ — Landis, p. 205. 

It is denied by Mr. Z. Campbell ( Gos. Light, p. 49) and 
some others, that Christ and the thief both died on the same 
day. They assert that Christ died, not on Friday, but upon 
Thursday ; and that he was in the grave all of Friday and Sat- 
urday. In the language of another, we reply, ‘‘It is needless 
to notice these reckless assertions, except by remarking, that, in 
Mark xy. 42 and xvi. 9, it is emphatically stated that he was eru- 


* As quoted by Landis, pp. 204, 205. 
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cified on Friday. It is evident, also, from the fact that the Jews 
themselves would have put him to death as they did Stephen, 
had it not been the day of the passover, when it was not lawful 
for them to put a man to death. The blunder of Mr. Campbell, 
and others of our opponents, arose from their being ignorant of 
the fact, that while Matthew, Mark, and Luke, who wrote 
~mainly to Jews, calculated the time from evening to evening, 
according to the Jewish method, John, who wrote long after the 
Jewish believers ceased to be a majority in the church, calculated 
his time by the Roman or Asiatic method, — from midnight to 
midday and from midday to midnight. But it is useless to spend 
time upon this objection. Mr. Ham and others of the chief 
writers of this sect assert that Christ and the thief died on the 
same day.” — Landis, p. 207. 

Again: we are told, that, three days after this promise to the 
thief, ‘‘ Jesus told Mary (John xx. 17), ‘‘ Lam not yet ascended 
to my Father.’’ So then the thief could not have been in para- 
dise with Christ before our Lord himself had ascended. This 
assertion is based upon the assumption that man is not a com- 
pound being, — the very question in dispute. It is based upon 
the false view that the living organized dust, or the body, is the 
whole man. What we assert is, that the Saviour and the thief 
had each a distinct entity, called the soul, which neither Pilate 
nor the Jews could kill, although they could kill their bodies — 
(Matt. x. 28); that these souls, after their departure from the 
body, were together in paradise on the very day that the Saviour 
gave utterance to these words. That the bodily ascension of 
Christ had not taken place three days after does not affect the 
argument in the least. Let our opponents, if they can, prove, in 
opposition to the Saviour, that the body is the soul, or that the 
soul is but an attribute of the body, and, therefore, that men can 
kill the soul; and we will then stand corrected concerning his 
words to the thief. 

Mr. Storrs will have it that this promise to the thief is to be 
fulfilled at the resurrection, and says, ‘‘ He (Christ) never 
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promised his followers their reward till the resurrection of the 
just.”” He then quotes Matt. xxv. 31°: ‘‘ When the Son of 
man shall come in his glory, and all the holy angels with him, 
then shall he sit upon the throne of his glory ;” and adds, 
«Then will be the time of his appearing and xinepom.”’ — W. 
Tower; p. 75. 

Why stop here? Why not keep on quoting the Saviour’s 
words, Mr. Storrs? You use this scene as referring to the 
resurrection, when Christ shall come in bis kingdom, and when 
the thief will be with him. But does the scene present nothing 
more? Let us read on. ‘‘ And before him shall be gathered 
all nations ; and he shall separate them,” &c. 

But how shall all nations be gathered before him, if the wicked 
are never to be raised, as you teach? 

Again: ‘‘ Then shall the King say unto them on his right 
hand, Come, ye blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom,”’ 
&c. ‘Then shall he say also unto them on his left hand, 
Depart from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire, prepared for 
the devil and his angels.” (Sec. XLVI.) But how does it 
happen that there are wicked ones to be sentenced to everlasting 
fire, if the wicked are never to be raised, or to suffer after death ? 
How will Mr. Storrs extricate his theory from this very serious 
embarrassment? We know of no way for him to save his theory 
but to treat this whole scene as he has treated John v. 28, 29; 
namely, to teralize one-half and to figurize the other ; then 
call to his aid the resurrection of Poole, produced by a lawyer 
in the New-York court (Sec. XXII.) ; or, if the Poole resurrec- 
tion is not quite sufficient, lug in Ezekiel’s vision of dry bones, and 
do something with that! The truth is, the description given by 
the Saviour (Matt. xxv. 81-46) smashes the annihilation theory 
of Mr. Storrs all to pieces. 

One thought more concerning the Saviour’s answer. It is 
said that the thief did not ask for immediate bliss, but to be 
remembered when Christ should come in his kingdom. What 
his particular views were concerning that kingdom we have not 
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the means of knowing. It is well known that even some of 
Christ’s disciples entertained erroneous views concerning it 
(Matt. xx. 21; Mark ix. 34); and his, certainly, might be 
_ equally defective. He isa penitent, dying man, soon to leave 
the world and go into the future, probably without any well- 
defined view of what constituted Christ’s kingdom, or when he 
should enter it ; and he simply expresses his desire for Christ’s 
care in the future state : and we are not to determine this subject 
by the question of the frail but penitent robber, but by the 
answer of the infallible Saviour. We have seen what a Jew 
would understand by paradise, and also the perversion of the 
word to-day by materialists. The Saviour could look into his 
heart, and well knew his earnest desire, and answered accord- 
ing'y ; or, if he saw that he was erroneously looking forward 
thousands of years, to the resurrection, before he could be with 
him, which is highly improbable, his gracious correction was, 
“Verily I say unto thee, to-pay shalt thou be with me in para- 
dise.’ These words will ever remain a standing rebuke to 
materialism. 


XXXI.— ‘The King eternal, immortal, invisible,” &e. — 
1 Tim.i. 17. ‘The King of kings, and Lord of lords ; 
who only hath immortality,’ &c.—1 Tim. vi. 15, 16. 
“This mortal must put on immortality . . . so when this 
mortal shall have put on immortality,’ &c.— 1 Cor. xv. 
53, 54. ‘God will render to every man according to his 
deeds ; to them who by patient continuance in well-doing seek 
for glory and honor and immortality, eternal life.”’ — Rom. 
ii. 5-7: + ‘‘ Hath brought life and immortality to light,” &c. 
— 2 Tim. i. 10. 


Mere living existence is not what is meant in the Bible by 
the term ‘‘¢mmortality.”” None of the ungodly will inherit 
immortality in the sense of the term as employed in the Scrip- 
tures ; for in them we find that the word ¢mmortal, with its deriva- 
tive, ‘‘ immortality,” is predicated of holiness, and, of course, 
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means something more than ‘‘ being that shall have no end,’’? — 
the definition of lexicographers. Dictionary definitions are not 
always in accord with the Bible. (Sec. LV.) -Adl men will 
exist forever, either in misery or bliss. This we should proclaim. 
But we have found no Scriptures which teach that all men are im- 
mortal. None but saints are heirs to Bible immortality ; hence - 
men are urged to ‘‘ seek for . . . tmmortality.”’ That God 
formed ‘the spirit of man within him’’ (Gen. ii. 7; Zech. xii. 
1), and that it is unending in its nature, so that it will not wear 
out and die, as the body does, is clearly taught in the Book. 
But that poetry is not fact, which, by some unaccountable 
means, has found its way into the revised edition of the Method- 
ist Hymn-Book, which says, ‘‘ Our souls are his immortal 
breath ’? (Hymn 5). 

A while since, an able article came to hand from the pen of the 
editor of ‘‘The Free Methodist,’’ expressing our views very 
fully. He has kindly granted us permission to use it in this 
work. After quoting the texts at the head of this section, he 
says, ‘‘ The Scripture meaning of any term must be determined 
from the use that is made of it in the Scriptures themselves. 
We cannot go to the writings of men to find out the import of 
Scripture terms and phrases. If we do, we are very liable to 
imbibe erroneous sentiments. ‘Comparing Scripture with 
Scripture ’ is the rule. Now, when we compare these passages 
together, and note the relation of this term in each text to the 
context, we find nothing contrary to the position that immortality 
is predicated only of the righteous ; but, on the contrary, enough 
to amply confirm that position. 

‘‘ This fact constitutes one of the strong (if not, indeed, the 
strongest) holds of the theory of the annihilationists. . It is no 
doubt a fact, as stated at the head of this article, that immor- 
tality is predicated only of the righteous. So those who live and 
die unrighteous shall not inherit or possess immortality. But 
does it therefore follow that they shall be blotted out of exist- 
ence? No;byno means. TZhey shall not cease to exist. The 
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Holy Seriptures very clearly teach the undying, the eternal 
nature of man. ‘The point of difficulty is, a wrong definition 
of the terms ‘immortal’ and ‘ immortality.” They are generally 
considered, in the theological world, to mean, eternal conscious 
being ; whereas the Scriptural import of these terms is, eternal 
happiness, being synonymous with the phrase ‘ eternal life,’ 
which always in the Scriptures means moral purity, coupled with 
that eternal blessedness which results therefrom. Let us briefly 
examine the texts above cited. ‘The King eternal, immortal, 
invisible.’ Now, if the term ‘immortal’ in this text means 
eternal conscious being simply, how apparent its tautology! for 
precisely the same signification belongs to the preceding word 
‘eternal.’ But if it be understood to mean moral purity and 
blessedness, as belonging to Jesus Christ, and, therefore, to last 
forever, how strikingly beautiful is this passage! Hternal! that 
is, always existing. Immortal! that is, always pure and blessed. 
Invisible! that is, invisible to mortal eyes. ‘The King of 
kings, and Lord of lords, who only hath immortality.’ Here 
itis said of our Lord Jesus Christ that he on/y hath immortality. 
Now, if immortality in this text means simply eternal conscious- 
ness, then it follows that Christ alone possesses this! Hence, 
all others will, sooner or later, suffer an extinction of conscious 
being. What, then, does this text mean? Let us see. The 
apostle had just said to Timothy (ver. 12), ‘Lay hold on 
eternal life,’ i.e., that life of blessedness for both soul and body, 
in the resurrection state, which results from a life of faith in the 
mortal state. Then he charges him, with very great solemnity 
and force of expression (see verses 15, 14), ‘to keep this com- 
mand (Fight the good fight of faith : lay hold on eternal life !), 
without spot, unrebukable, until the appearing of our Lord 
Jesus Christ: which in his times he shall show (i.e., in the 
time of his coming he shall show, or give eternal life to his fol- 
lowers), who is the BLEssED and only Potentate, the King of 
kings, and Lord of lords; who only hath immortality, dwelling 
in the light which no (mortal) man can approach unto,’ &c. 
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‘ He shall show,’ ‘ in his times,’ ‘ eternal life,’ or ‘ immortality,’ 
which means the same thing, to all believers. And he only 
hath it to show. He, and he only, dispenses this blessedness 
to the saints. ‘ Who only hath immortality!’ He only hath eter- 
nal blessedness in and of himself: all others derive it from him. 
His alone is underived: hence the phrase, ‘Who only hath 
immortality.’ The man Christ Jesus is the only man who 
has not been affected by the fall, and who, consequently, 
did not suffer the loss of immortality by it. He came to 
redeem man from the ruins of the fall; hence the necessity that 
eternal life, or immortality, should be inherent in him. He is 
the only human being who ever possessed, 1.e., always possessed, 
a pure and Olessed nature ; hence the expression in verse 15, 
‘Who is the dlessed and only Potentate.’ We believe we have 
given the true signification of this text ; and how completely does 
this interpretation wrest from the hands of annihilationists the ar- 
gument on which they so much depend! All men, by nature, are 
dead in sin, and subject to misery. Of Christ alone can it be said, 
‘In him is life;’ ‘He nver liveth,’ <The Son hath life in 
himself, ‘The only begotten of the Father,’ ‘Who only hath 
immortality,’ and many other such like expressions, all point- 
ing to the great fundamental characteristics of his being. 

‘« Aoain: ‘God will render to every man according to bis deeds : 
to them who, by patient continuance in well-doing, seek for glory 
and honor and immortality, eternal life.’ Here immortality is 
put as an object to be sought after, which could not be if it means 
simple existence continued forever. That is everywhere in the 
Bible predicated of human nature, and is not, therefore, an object 
to be sought. But, when one understands it to mean eternal 
bliss in heaven, with what grace, beauty, and force does the apos- 
tle’s language come home to the heart ! 

‘««'This mortal must put on immortality, . . . so when this 
mortal shall have put on immortality,’ &c. This is evidently 
spoken, as the context very plainly shows, of the resurrection 
state of the bodies of the righteous dead. We see, therefore, 
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that immortality, or eternal conscious blissful existence, is pred- 
icated only of the righteous ; whereas eternal conscious being sim- 
ply, is predicated of man everywhere in the Holy Scriptures, and 
is, therefore, the sazre portion of all. 

‘* The phrases, ‘ eternal damnation,’ ‘ everlasting punishment,’ 
‘their worm dieth not,’ ‘the fire is not quenched,’ ‘the black- 
ness of darkness forever,’ ‘the vengeance of eternal fire,’ 
‘everlasting fire,’ ‘the smoke of their torment ascendeth up 
for ever and ever,’ ‘shall be tormented for ever and ever,’ 
‘everlasting burning,’ ‘the second death,’ ‘in hell he lifted up 
his eyes, being in torment’ (and many others), do sufficiently 
prove the eternal suffering of the wicked. How foolish to deny 
what is so plainly taught! Oh that the writer and reader 
may escape the awful fate of the wicked !’’— lev. Levi Wood. 

In “ The Methodist Quarterly Review,” isa very good article on 
the ‘‘ Intermediate State,’’ which we have read with-a great deal 
of pleasure. The following statement, however, of the learned 
author, scems at variance with other positions taken in the same 
paper. He says, ‘‘ We remark here that the words ‘immortal’ 
and ‘immortality’ are ambiguous. They may refer simply to 
the’ existence of the soul as continued forever; and, in this 
sense, we say that immortality pertains to all men. These words 
are also used to signify the freedom of both soul and body from 
corruption, which is the result of sin. In the latter sense, we regard 
‘immortality’ as the portion only of such as are described in Rom. 
ii. 7.”’ It may be true that these words are used in both of these 
senses in the Greek classics of which he speaks on another page ; 
but where are they used to teach the perpetual existence of all men, 
in the Bible? The statements which seem to contradict this, and 
harmenize with our views, are the following: ‘‘ In the Bible, we 
think there is no passage which can be strictly said to declare 
that all human souls are immortal. . . . 2 Tim. i. 10 has been 
thought by some to teach the immortality of all human souls. 
But the word translated zmmortality, as well as the scope of the 
context, shows that it is not the continued existence of all human 
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beings, but the glorified condition of the saints, which is referred 
to. The word here rendered ‘ immortality’ is epOagota, properly 
‘incorraption,’ from @ priv. and geo, to corrupt; which is 
used and similarly translated also in Rom. ii. 7, where its mean- 
ing cannot be questioned. It is used again in 1 Cor. xv. 42, 50, 
58, 54, and translated ‘ incorruption,’ and refers, not to the future 
condition of all men, but to that of the saints; also in Sept., Wis- 
dom ii. 23, and vi. 19,20. . . . The only passages in the Bible 
which clearly teach the endless existence of all human beings 
are those which speak of the endless happiness of the righteous 
and the endless misery of the wicked.”” —Q. Rev., April, 1852, 
pp. 248, 249. 

Thus it is seen that the writer agrees with us in our position, 
that the wicked have not immortal souls, in the Bible sense of 
the term ; and that their endless existence is not taught by the 
words under consideration, but by another class of Scriptures. 
It appears to us perfectly clear, that these words, when applied to 
men in the Bible, are used to express the holiness and exalted 
bliss of the righteous, and not merely to existence. By this 
orthodex view, we take a club from the hands of materialists 
with which they are wont to beat us. 


XXXII. — ‘‘ And behold, there appeared unto them Moses and 
Elias talking with him Then answered Peter, and said 
unto Jesus, Lord, it is good for us to be here: tf thou wilt, 
let us make three tabernacles ; one fur thee, one for Moses, 
and one for Elias.” — Matt. xvii. 8, 4; also Mark ix. 2-5, 
Luke ix. 380-36. 


That the soul survives the body is evinced by the fact that 
Moses was alive in the time of the Saviour, although his body 
had been dead more than fourteen hundred years. 

That Moses and Elias were in a conscious state at this time, Mr. 
Storrs admits; and thinks it strongly probable that Moses had 
been raised from the dead. He seems to anticipate the very 
natural objection that Christ was the first to rise, and not Moses, 
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by saying that he (Christ) ‘‘is the first-born from the dead”’ in 
an eminent sense ; that is, ‘‘ upon the certainty of his resurrec- 
tion depended the resurrection of all men.”’ As it respects the 
resurrection of the widow’s son and Lazarus, these were miracles 
to raise men to life in this world, to die again, and form no part 
of the immortal resurrection. Whether or not Mr. Storrs would 
class the probable resurrection of Moses with these, or whether, 
in his view, Moses had been made immortal, we shall not stop to 
inquire, since there is not a particle of evidence that he had been 
raised. Concerning the immortal resurrection Paul says (Acts 
xxvi. 23), ‘‘that Christ should suffer, and that he should be 
the first that should rise from the dead.”’ 

Mr. Storrs, as we have stated, admits that Moses and Elias 
were in a conscious state, Elias having never died, and Moses 
having been raised from the dead: ‘“ Elias the representative of 
all that will be changed without. dying, and Moses the repre- 
sentative of all that sleep in death.’? — Intermediate State, pp. 
10, 11. Such were Mr. S.’s views a few years since. But the 
resurrection of Moses for the occasion is so glaringly false, and 
difficult to sustain, that, m a subsequent work, he attaches ‘‘ two 
strings to his bow,”’ and says, ‘‘ Moses was there by a resurrec- 
tion for the occasion, or he was only there by a representation in 
vision.” — Discussion, p. 74. This position affords him much 
more scope in argument ; for, if driven from the resurrection the- 
ory, he can resort to the vision ; or, if driven from the vision, he can 
resort to the resurrection. At present, however, as we gather from 
his writings, he seems undecided whether the vision or resurrec- 
tion theory will best serve him. Any. way to be rid of a disem- 
bodied spirit ! 

In arguing that Moses, as a disembodied soul, was not present, 
he says, ‘‘ It is, however, maintained theologically, that souls are 
immaterial ; hence it would be impossible for them to be seen by 
material eyes.””— W. Tower, p. 76. But who that believes 
in separate spirits has said that they cannot present themselves 
to material eyes? Is this asserted anywhere in the Bible? 
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On one occasion, when the Saviour appeared among his disciples, 
they were ‘‘affrighted, and supposed they had seen a spirit ”’ 
(Luke xxiv. 86-39). Did the Saviour disabuse their minds by 
saying, ‘there is no such thing as a disembodied spirit; and, if 
there was such a thing, material eyes could never see it’? ? No. 
He said, ‘‘ A spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye see me have.”’ 
‘‘ Handle me and see.”’ (Sec. IX.) Thus, while he convinced 
them of their mistake in that instance, he sanctioned their theory 
of separate spirits. Would not Mr. Storrs, had he been there, 
have treated the subject much better than this for materialism ? 
Would he not have treated it so that a vast majority of the Chris- 
tian church should not have been misled, as they have been for 
eighteen hundred years? Would he not have said to the disci- 
ples, .‘‘ Never let your fears be excited in this way again: for 
man has no spirit that can live separate from his body ; and, if he 
had, your material eyes could not see it’?? The Saviour said 
no such thing. How deficient as a teacher of materialism! Or, 
rather, how false is materialism! This changing and twisting on 
the part of our opponents shows the weakness of their cause. 

Mr. Campbell passes this off as a mere vision, because the 
Saviour charged them to ‘tell the vision to no. man.” Now, 
the word here rendered vision does not refer to the thing seen, 
but to the act of seeing. The same word is used when it is 
said, ‘‘ When Moses saw it, he wondered at the sight” (Acts 
vii. 831); but that was the sight of a real object. So Peter 
(2 Pet. i. 16-18) represents these things as real, and not 
a mere phantom. The other evangelists report the Saviour’s 
words thus: ‘‘ He charged them that they should tell no man 
what things they had seen’’ (Mark ix. 9; Luke ix. 36). 

It is the same as if the Saviour had said, ‘‘ Tell the sight 
to no man,”’ &c. Moses, then, was alive at this time ; and thus 
materialism is proved false. 

We will add to what we have written the words of another: 
‘‘ But, in order to constitute this a mere representation of 


unreal things, how shall we draw the line between the real and 
8 
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‘unreal? Christ and his three disciples certainly ascended the 
mountain. He certainly prayed; and, while at prayer, his coun- 
tenance changed. Does the reality, then, stop here? If so, 
how were the disciples placed so as to witness the representa- 
tion? We read that they slept: did they, then, witness it in 
their sleep? On the contrary, it was after they awoke from 
their sleep that they saw the glory of Christ, and the two 
men who talked with him (Luke ix. 82). And did Peter de- 
sire that three tabernacles should be erected, two of which 
should be for the accommodation of unreal appearances ?’’? — 


Landis, p. 184. 


XXXII —‘ Zo deliver such an one unto Satan for the 
destruction of the flesh, that the spirit may be saved in the 
day of the Lord Jesus.” —1 Cor. v. 5. - 


It would scem that our opponents lay down the rule for us, 
that our statement of doctrine, to be valid, must be given in 
the exact form of Scripture language; hence Mr. Storrs says, 
Christ and his apostles never said to their hearers, ‘‘ You are 
hastening to eternity.’ But did they ever tell their hearers 
that they were hastening to ‘‘non-being’’?? The argument is 
this: they never told their hearers, in so many words, that 
they were hastening to eternity ; therefore they were not hasten- 
ing to eternity. Again: they never told their wicked hearers, 
in so many words, that they were hastening to non-being ; 
therefore they were not hastening to non-being, as Mr. Storrs 
teaches. : 

One argument proves as much as the other: neither of them 
proves any thing. Did not Mr. Storrs know that all who speak 
or write upon the Scriptures use language to express themselves, 
the exact form of which is not in the Bible? 

His own books abound with such language. Why, then, 
does he present such an argument? Is it to deceive the igno- 
rant? He says, too, ‘‘ The phrase, ‘ spiritual death’ is not found. 
in the Bible ;”’ and this, of course, proves that such spiritual death 
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is not taught in the Bible! To propagate one of his new-fan- 
gled notions, Mr. Storrs is under the necessity of using the 
word ‘ suspension,’ a word not found in all the Bible, nor 
any thing to base it upon, in its reference to the future state. 
Such is his consistency. ‘This kind of low cunning, which pre- 
sumes largely upon the weakness of intellect, is very common 
among writers of this class. Scores of specimens could be pre- 
sented from publications before us. They are, too, not a little 
given to bold assertions, and as false as they are bold. As a 


specimen, take the following: ‘‘ Matter in the Scriptures is never 
contrasted with spirit’? (Gospel Light, p. 10). So says Mr. 
Z. Campbell. 


If he means that the word matter is not found contrasted 
with the word spzrit, then it is of a piece with Mr. Storrs’s ar- 
guments just presented. His statement in respect to fact is 
false. Is not dust matter? (See Hecl. xii. 7.) Is not flesh 
matter? (See Isa. xxxi. 3.) 

Are not flesh and bones matter? (See Luke xxiv. 38, 39.) 
In the Scripture at the head of this section, whatever may be 
the obscurity in relation to delivering the flesh to Satan, the 
distinction between flesh (matter) and spirit is clearly drawn. 
Now, what is that spirit contrasted with the flesh delivered to 
Satan, which needs to be saved? Is it animal life? But does 
not animal life die when the flesh is destroyed? Is it an attri- 
bute of the flesh, of any kind? But to talk of saving an attri- 
bute, after the flesh upon which it depended is destroyed, is not 
very good sense, to say the least of it. How clear it is that | 
Paul was no materialist, but recognized a distinct entity which 
was capable of salvation, even though the flesh (body) should 
be destroyed ! 

‘For ye are bought with a price: therefore glorify God in 
your body and spirit, which are God’s”? (1 Cor. vi. 20). 
Now, if man is a unit, in the sense of the destructionists, ther 
Paul only need to have said, ‘‘ Glorify God in your body ;”’ for 
if the spirit, soul, animal life, or whateyer it may be defined to 
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be, is but an attribute of the body, then keep the body right, and 
allis right. If the bell is perfect, the sound, which is an attri- 
bute of the bell, will be perfect. But Paul was either wanting 
in information, or skill of language to express himself; so he made 
an improper distinction, and said ‘‘ body and spirit: ’ and, what 
is very remarkable, others of the inspired writers have blundered 
as badly as he; and even the Saviour would scarcely escape the 
censure of our materialists, having (Matt. x. 23) made a similar 
distinction. 

We have another instance. Paul says, ‘‘ Let us cleanse our- 
selves from filthiness of the flesh and spirit,” &c. (2 Cor. vii. 1). 
Now, if the spirit is but an attribute of the organized dust, the 
flesh, then Paul should have stopped at the word flesh ; for, if the 
flesh is only right, the attribute will be right. But he repeats 
the blunder, and says ‘‘ flesh and spirit.” How superfluous ! 
Who can wonder that those who have read his epistles have been 
led into error ? 

Again: he says, ‘‘ The spirit itself beareth witness with our 
spirit,’ &e. (Rom. vii. 16). What is that spirit which is capable 
of bearing witness? Why say “‘ our spirit,’ if there is no spirit 
distinct from the body? A very bungling way, certainly, to 
teach materialism. Another strange saying: ‘‘ For which ‘cause 
we faint not; but, though our outward man perish, yet the inward 
man is renewed day by day” (2 Cor. iv. 16). We are pretty 
well agreed as to what constitutes the outward man that perishes ; 
but what is the inward man? It is Christ, says one. Does the 
man who said this believe it? Is the perfect Saviour renewed 
day by day? Another says it was the mind of Paul. (Sec. X.) 
But is not this unphilosophical? What is the mind? Is it a 
distinct entity, capable of thrift or decay, independent of the 
body? Will our materialists admit that it is? Nay: they tell 
us that the mind is an attribute of living, organized dust, and, 
of course, is dependent upon that dust for all its operations. Will 
the attribute gain strength and thrive when that upon which it 
necessarily depends is going to decay? Paul wasa great bun- 
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eler at teaching materialism. Mr. Storrs is far in advance of him ; 
but then Paul lived a great while ago, and not in this progres- 
sive age. 

Another example of Paul’s crazy talk: ‘‘ I knew a man ia 
Christ above fourteen years ago, whether in the body or out of 
the body I cannot tell ;”’ and, as if anxious to transmit his folly to 
future ages, he repeats the last sentence in the next verse (2 
Cor. xii. 2, 3). Now, Paul ought to have known that there was 
nothing of the man but his body; and, having that fact in mind, 
he could always know his own whereabouts. But there is some ex- 
cuse for Paul; for he not only lived in a bygone age, but his early 
training was evidently very defective. His ancestors made similar 
mistakes, and he found them in the old Jewish Bible which he 
had been accustomed to read in his childhood. It is no wonder 
that he found it difficult to divest his mind of these ‘erroneous 
notions concerning the soul. Take a few specimens with which 
he was familiar. It is said that God, as the climax of creative 
achievement, ‘‘ formeth the spirit of man within him” (Zech. 
‘xii. 1). (Sec. II.) This language was well calculated to mis- 
lead the simple-minded boy. Take another wild Jewish saying: 
‘*Then shall the dust return to the earth as’ it was; and the 
spirit shall return unto God who gave it’ (Heel. xii. 7). (See. 
V.) We can readily see how this must have been understood by 
young Saul. Again: ‘‘ But there is a spirit in man: and the in- 
spiration of the Almighty giveth him understanding ”’ (Job xxxil. 
8). Now, who can wonder if the boy Saul should have under- 
stood by this that the material man was one thing, and the spirit 
vn this man was another? Hear another ancient saying, found 
in the old Jewish Bible: ‘‘ But his flesh upon him shall have: 
pain, and his soul within him shall mourn”’ (Job xiv. 22). To 
a mind like Paul’s, not illuminated by modern materialism, this 
would seem like a clear distinction between. body and soul, and 
that these two constitute the man. Again: ‘ Now, the Egyptians 
are men, and not God ; and their horses flesh, and not spirit ”’ 
(Isa. xxxi. 3). We can readily conceive how honest Paul could 
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have made a mistake here, and think that he discovered as strong 
a contrast between flesh and spirit as there is between men and 
God, named in the verse ; thus leading him into the error of the 
separate existence of spirits. To these considerations, which should 
be a sufficient apology for his mistakes, we may add, that, in the 
old book from which Paul derived his religious instructions while 
young, there are various enactments against diviners, and against 
consulting familiar spirits, or the spirits of the departed (Lev. 
xix. 26, 31; xx.27; Deut. xviii. 10,11); all of which suppose 
the belief of spirits, and the existence of souls after death. One 
fact more, by way of extenuation. He, in leaving the Jews, had 
taken as teacher one who gave him this lesson: ‘‘ Fear not them 
which kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul.” (See. 
XXV.) Now, Paul was so enamored with this new teacher, 
that he believed every word of his instruction; and this lesson 
being so much in harmony with the lessons of his old teachers, 
it no doubt served to strengthen him in his error concerning the 
distinct entity of the soul. He had also heard what this new 
Master had said to a penitent thief: ‘‘ To-day shalt thou be with 
me in paradise”? (Sec. XXX.) ; and is it at all surprising that 
Paul should have become a little fanatical, and have gone to 
talking about being ‘‘ absent from the body, and present with the 
Lord ”’ (Sec. XII.) and of ‘‘ having a desire to depart (from the 
- flesh) and be with Christ, which is far better”? % (Sec. XIII.) 
Considering Paul’s early training, the lessons he received as a 
Pharisee (Acts xxii. 8), and especially the lessons of his new 
Master, harmonizing with his former instructions upon this point, 
who can wonder that his mind should have become fogey and 
perverted, causing him to put forth the heretical utterances herein 
presented? Itis to be deplored that Paul had not been better 
instructed, and also that the world had not been apprised of his 
errors before. Just think of it! Eighteen hundred years of 
almost midnight darkness! Paul’s sayings have contributed 
largely to this ; but, blessed for our eyes, the day has dawned 
at length. The Brooklyn Seer is scattering scintillations of light 
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in every direction, exploding the errors of Paul concerning sepa- 
rate spirits; demonstrating that the ‘‘ unjust” are never to be 
raised, and that the righteous never die, but are only ‘‘ sus- 
pended’”’ (Sec. VII.) ; and, of course, that there is no resur- 
rection of the dead whatever! Strange that the truth should 
have been withheld from the world so long! But it has come at 
last ; and ‘‘ better late than never.’’ But, leaving Elijah’s method 
of treating folly (1 Kings xvi. 27), let us ask the reader, 
What do you think of the assertion that ‘‘ matter in the Scrip- 
tures is never contrasted with spirit’? How true it is that ma- 
terialism is a great falsehood, and that it requires falsehoods to 
sustain it ! 


XXXIV. —‘‘ For the Sadducees say there is no resurrec- 
tion, neither angel, nor spirit; but the Pharisees confess 
both.’’? — Acts xxi. 3. 


Paul declared himself a Pharisee, (ver. 6), in the midst of a 
company of both Pharisees and Sadducees. Will any charge 
him with uttering a falsehood? ‘The Sadducees say there is 
no resurrection, neither angel nor spirit;’’ that is, there is no 
human spirit that exists after death. ‘‘ But the Pharisees con- 
fess both.’ The distinguishing doctrines of the Pharisees, as 
opposed to the Sadducees, the materialists of Paul’s time, were 
the resurrection of the dead, not a part of the dead, as Mr. 
Storrs asserts; the existence of angels and spirits; and the 
endless existence of all men, either in bliss or woe. Paul 
asserted the truthfulness of these doctrines, when, in opposition 
to the scepticism of the Sadducees, he declared that he was a 
Pharisee, both by descent and in faith. Did the Pharisees 
believe in the resurrection of all men? How clearly Paul 
testifies im favor of this, when he says, ‘“‘ And hope towards 
God, which they themselves allow, that there shall be a resur- 
rection of the dead, both of the just and unjust’’ (Acts xxiv. 
15). The old Universalist perversion, which Mr. Storrs has 
picked up, ‘‘ Beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and of the 
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Sadducees,’’ will not avail him. (See Sec. XXIV., where this 
perversion is exposed.) Did the Pharisees hold that human 
spirits could exist separate from the body? (See Paul’s utter- 
ances, establishing the same doctrine, in See. XX XIII.) Paul 
declared himself a Pharisee ; yet Mr. Storrs would make him 
say that he believed in the resurrection of only a part of the 
race ; that he believed that man is only living organized dust ; 
and that he disbelieved in the future and endless existence of 
the wicked: all of which are diametrically opposed to the 
doctrines of the Pharisees! Suppose that a man should declare, 
without qualification, ‘‘I ama Universalist,’ when he was a 
believer in endless punishment: what character would it give 
him? That of a hypocrite certainly. Now, Paul is given pre- 
cisely this character by the effort made to force him to declare in 
favor of the non-resurrection of the wicked, and the non-exist- 
ence of separate spirits. An exegesis which gives an inspired 
apostle such a character cannot be a correct exposition of the 
word of God. 

It has been said that Paul agreed with the Pharisees only 
upon one point ; viz., the resurrection of the dead, irrespective of 
the character or number raised. But why, then, should the 
inspired writer, in narrating the history, speak of other doctrines 
besides the resurrection, before he presents the fact of Paul’s 
declaring himself a Pharisee? To harmonize with this assump- 
tion, the writer should have simply said, ‘‘ The Sadducees say 
there is no resurrection ; but the Pharisees confess it.’’ But, 
instead of speaking thus to the point, he lugs in angels and 
spirits, which are wholly irrelevant, if Paul’s Phariseeism only 
took in the fact of a resurrection. ‘Then see Paul’s own testi- 
mony, as stated and referred to in this section. Can material- 
ism and the non-resurrection of the wicked stand before this 
text? (See Section IX., where other thoughts are presented 
concerning disembodied spirits, and Acts xxii. 8.) 
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XXXV.— ‘ Now that the dead are raised, even Moses showed 
at the bush, when he calleth the Lord the God of Abraham, 
and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob. For he ts not 
the God of the dead, but of the living; for all live unto 
him.”’ — Luke xx. 87,38. See also Matt. xxii. 23-33 ; 
Mark xii. 18-27. ; 

‘The Sadducees believed that man ceased utterly to exist at 
death ; and, consequently, they denied hisresurrection. Their 
denial of the resurrection was, of course, based upon this belief. 
Hence, if this could be disproved, they must give up their 
doctrine, as the foundation on which they denied the resurrec- 
tion would be utterly swept away: for, granting that the soul con- 
tinued to exist after death, they had no conception that it would 
forever remain separated from the body ; the body being a part 
of the man, and, of course, belonging to him as man. If death 
was not annihilation, therefore, and if man must live forever, 
they saw that he must live as man; and, consequently, the 
re-union of soul and body, must, at some time, take place. 
Hence, our Saviour pursued the line of argument that he did. 
Had he designed merely to establish the revival of the body, 
he could have referred to the ease of Enoch, whose translation 
clearly announced that man was not destined to lie forever in 
the cold obstruction of the grave. But he aimed at something 
more: for, had he simply proved a future resurrection, the 
Sadducees would still have objected, as the annihilationists now 
do, that there was no such thing as a spirit (Acts xxiii. 8) ; 
while, if the existence of the spirit after death is proved, the 
resurrection, as they viewed the matter, followed of course. 
Our Saviour, therefore, in order to disprove their views on both 
of these points, refers to Exod. ii. 6, 16 (compare also Acts 
vii. 82, and Heb. xi. 16), which affirms that God was still the 
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, though they had been long . 
dead ; and upon which he also remarks, that ‘God is not the 
God of the dead’ (in the sense in which the Sadducces used 
the term dead ; for how could he be the God of that which had 
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no existence?), ‘ but of the living ;’ and then, directly in the 
face of their theory, he adds, ‘for aut live unto him ;’ that is, 
so far is man from ceasing to exist at death, as ye Sadducees 
pretend, that, even though they have ceased to be seen on earth, 
all that are dead still live to him.’’ — Landis, p. 197. 

It is said of Abraham, one of the patriarchs named by the 
Saviour (Gen. xxv. 8), ‘‘ Then Abraham gave up the ghost, 
and was gathered to his people.’ ‘This, by a superficial reader 
of the Bible, might be supposed to mean that Abraham’s body 
was buried with his people. But it is not; for his fathers were 
buried hundreds of miles from him,—some in Chaldea, and 
Terah in Haran in Mesopotamia; while Abraham was buried 
in the cave of Machpelah in Canaan. The sense of the 
passage is this: that he was gathered to the assembly of the 
blest; that he went to those good men among his ancestors 
who were united to that assembly. In viewof such a gathering, 
the Psalmist prayed, ‘‘ Gather not my soul with sinners.’”? What 
did he mean by this? Did he mean to say, ‘‘ Let me not be 
buried with sinners ”’ ? 

To state it is to refute it. The body of Abraham lay in 
the cave, not with his people; while the immaterial spirit 
was gathered to the divine assembly, or to that assembly which 
is composed of that part of ‘‘ the whole family ’’ of man which 
is ‘‘in heaven’”’ (Hph. ii. 15). Hence, Christ announced to 
his disciples that they should sit down with Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob in the kingdom of God (Matt. viii. 11); and God 
said to Moses, ‘‘ I am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, 
and the God of Jacob;’’ and Christ met the Sadducees, the 
materialists of his day, with these words (Luke xx. 37, 38), 
and added, ‘* For he is not a God of the dead, but of the living ; 
FOR ALL LIVE UNTO HIM.”’? Ory, in other words, Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob, though their bodies had been long dead, were living 
~ when God made this declaration to Moses. By this, the fact is 
clearly established that the soul does not die with the body. 

The reader may be interested to know how the materialists of 
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our day dispose of the Saviour’s skilful argument, used with so 
much force against their ancient relatives, the Sadducees. We 
find the gist of the labored efforts of materialists upon these 
words in the following summing-up, or, perhaps, we should say, 
paraphrase, of Mr. Storrs. He says, ‘‘ As if our Lord had 
said, — True, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are dead, but their 
death is only temporary ; they will live again: this brief cessa- 
tion of their existence is nothing to Him ‘ who calls those things 
which be not as though they were.’ All live unto God whom 
he designs shall live, though they live not now. Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, although dead, live in God’s affections and 
purposes ; and, at the appointed time, they shall live in his actual 
presence. God would not be called ‘ the God of Abraham, and 
of Isaac, and of Jacob,’ were they dead forever, as you Sad- 
ducees believe.’? — Watch-Tower, p. 32. 

Observe, the patriarchs are dead ; but God is not the God of 
the dead patriarchs, but he is the God of imaginary ones, or 
those dead ones who live only in his affections ; or he is not the 
God of the dead, but he is the God of the dead (!), for “all 
live unto God whom he designs shall live, though they live not 
now’’! If this is not jargon, what is it? Does truth demand 
such work? ‘This is only equalled in absurdity by the resurrec- 
tion of Poole in the New-York court, and its application to the 
Saviour’s solemn word (John v. 28, 29). (Sec. XXII.) We 
leave the subject with the reader, as further comment is unne- 
cessary. 


XXXVI. — ‘‘ There was a certain rich man,’ &c. — Luke 
xvi. 19-31- 


We do not quote in full, to save space. Universalists deny 
the future-state reference of this passage, and assert that the 
Saviour takes this obscure method to instruct the people 
concerning the giving of gospel privileges to the Gentiles ; and 
leading materialists in this follow in the steps of their ‘ illustri- 
ous predecessors.’ Although there are some shades of differ- 
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ence among a dozen authors whose works are before us, yet they 
very generally agree that nothing is here taught concerning the 
future condition of man, and that the Saviour is talking about 
the casting-down of the Jews, and the exaltation of the Gentiles. 
As a very fair specimen of the whole, we present extracts from 
Mr. Z. Campbell. But before proceeding, however, to his 
explanation, we will present his views of spiritualizing the 
Bible. He says, ‘‘ But no one, having true holiness of heart, 
or the spirit of Christ in him, will ever undertake to spiritualize 
the Scriptures. . . . They will leave that to the old Serpent, 
to whom the job was first let out.”” — Gospel Light, p.10. 

After this expression of charity (!) towards thousands of the 
best Christians the world has ever seen, we shall certainly expect 
the author of it to be very literal. But we shall see. He calls 
this description a parable ; but the Bible has not so called it. It 
says, “‘Zhere was,” &c. Now, we might conclude that such a 
stickler as Mr. Campbell professes to be for ‘‘ just what the 
Bible says’’ would not go beyond the Bible, and call this a 
parable. But, then, what is right in him would be very wrong in 
others. He occupics more than ten pages upon this passage, 
which, if space would admit, we should like to present to the 
reader as a literal and theological curiosity. We give the fol- 
lowing specimen, as illustrative of the whole : — 

‘“«* And there was a certain beggar named Lazarus (assistance 
of God), which was laid at his gate, full of sores (covered with 
wickedness), and desiring to be fed with the crumbs which fell 
from the rich man’s table : moreover, the dogs came and licked 
his sores.’ Then he was really a beggar, and a sinful beggar, 
who came begging a few crumbs of the bread of life ; just such 
a beggar as our Saviour came to receive and to eat with, to 
befriend and heal. And here he taught the Jews their mis- 
take: they thought none had a right to go to Christ, or be re- 
ceived by him, but the righteous ; whereas, he taught sinners to 
come to him, Lazarus-like, with all their sins about them, and not 
wait till their sores are healed, but come to him like beggars, 
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for the purpose of being healed. Well, now, what happened to 
him when he came to beg crumbs? Why, he died, and was 
carried by angels into Abraham’s bosom. And so does every 
sinner who comes to Christ beg; he des to sin, and lives in 
Abraham’s bosom, and becomes an heir to the promise through 
faith. 

[Has Mr. Campbell become a spiritualizer? Has he assumed 
the prerogative of ‘the old Serpent ” ?] 

“They beg themselves to a glorious death: they die to sin, 
and live no longer therein ; but become heirs to eternal life by 
being grafted into the Abrahamic faith. 

‘‘ The rich man also died, and was buried ; and in hell he lifted 
up his eyes, being in torments, and seeth Abraham afar off, and 
Lazarus in his bosom. A correct way of rendering this passage 
would be, ‘ The rich man died, and was buried in hell ; and he 
lifted up his eyes,’ &c. Hither way, itis certain he lifted up his 
eyes in Hades [the grave], and saw Abraham afar off. But 
he was not as blessed in his death as the beggar, who came to his 
death under very different circumstances: he died-begging, to 
sin; but the rich man died rejecting, and im sin, and was 
buried.”? — Gospel Light, pp. 80, 31. 

Now, who can read this passage and believe it a true interpre- 
tation of the word of God? Admitting this to be a parable, it 
must require a great amount of credulity to receive Mr. Camp- 
bell’s interpretation. What Bible authority is there for saying 
that the rich man and Lazarus mean the Jews and Gentiles ? 
But Hades should be rendered grave. He has offered no proof 
of this, for the reason that there is none. We assert that Hades 
means the place of departed spirits. All admit that that which 
goes into the grave is as unconscious as the earth itself. But, 
according to this idea, men are alive in the grave, and capable 
of suffering and conversing! This is only equalled in absurdity 
by the doctrine it is designed to support. But the man has said 
other things, not in this extract. What authority is there for 
saying that the Jews are now in torments because the Gentiles 
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are embracing the gospel? What authority for saying that the 
Jews cannot cross the great gulf, but can go round it? What 
for saying that the rich man represents two tribes of the Jews, 
and his five brethren ten tribes? Indeed, it were an easy mat- 
ter to take this whole interpretation,-had we space, and show, by . 
the Scriptures, and historical facts concerning the Jews and the 
Christian Church, that it is not only false, but supremely ridi- 
culous. This interpretation was coined at the mint of Universalist 
divinity, and materialists are obliged to use it as their circulating 
medium. It is a mere smoke raised under which to murder the 
truth. Let us look at facts. Admit this to be a parable, and 
what is gained to materialism? Just nothing. The Saviour 
uttered between thirty and forty parables ; and every one of them 
is founded upon facts, and not fiction, unless we must make 
this an exception. Take the parable of the leaven and the meal. | 
This is founded upon the following facts: 1. There is such a 
thing as leaven. 2. There is such a thing as meal. 3. There 
are such persons as women. 4. Women sometimes put leaven 
into meal. Now, these are all facts. Take the parable of the 
- unjust steward: 1. There are such persons as rich men. 
2. There are such persons as stewards employed by rich men. 
3. Stewards are sometimes unjust. 4. Men call their stewards to 
an account. These are all facts, and not fiction ; and so with all 
the rest of our Lord’s parables. He took things with which the 
people were familiar, to illustrate and enforce his teachings. 
Admitting this to be a parable, what follows? Why, that this, 
like all his other parables, is founded upon facts. Whatever its 
design, the following facts are recognized: 1. That there are 
such men as rich men. 2. Rich men sometimes fare sumptu- 
ously. 38. That there are beggars. 4. That there are dogs. 
5. That there is such a thing as death. 6. That there are such 
beings as angels. 7. That there is such a place as Hades} a 
place of departed spirits. 8. That conscious beings are in Hades, 
and some are tormented there. These are all facts, or else the 
Saviour has gone out of his usual course, and drawn one parable 
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from fiction. The question now is, Did the Saviour take for 
imagery that which did not exist, or which was not familiar to 
those he addressed? Mr. Balfour, who had the same cause to 
serve that Mr. Campbell has, admits, that, when the Saviour 
spoke these words, ‘‘ the opinion prevailed among the Jews that 
there were torments in Hades ;”’ and he will have it that our 
Lord spoke in accordance with ‘‘ popular opinions.’? — Jng., p. 
79. By turning to Josephus’ discourse on Hades, we may learn 
what the Jews, at the time of Christ, understood by that term. 
He says, ‘‘ This is the discourse concerning Hades, wherein the 
souls of all men are confined until a proper season, which God 
hath determined, when he will make a resurrection of all men 
from the dead.’? Of the just in Hades he says, ‘‘ The counte- 
nances of the fathers and of the just, which they see, always smile 
upon them, while they wait for that rest and eternal new life 
in heaven which is to succeed this region. This place we call 
the bosom of Abraham.’’ Our limits forbid a more extended 
extract ; but enough is given to show the reader how Christ must 
have been understood by his hearers. It is with truth, 
then, that Mr. Balfour asserts that Christ spoke in accordance 
with popular opinions’; and he furthermore asserts that our Lord | 
made no attempt to correct these opinions. —nq., p. 74. 
Bear in mind that there is not a single instance in the Bible, 
where Christ ever held up this doctrine concerning a future state 
as an error, although he spent his days on earth surrounded by 
those who believed it. How unlike the course pursued by the 
materialists of our day, who cease not to warn the people, wher- 
ever they go, of the great error of the soul’s existence after 
death! If Christ taught the materiality of the human soul, the 
Jews must have known it; and in that case we might reasonably 
suppose it would have formed one of the many objections the 
Pharisees urged against him from time to time. But Christ and 
the Pharisees never came in collision upon this point in a single 
instance Addressing Jews, as he was, our Saviour’s words 
would, as all must see, necessarily confirm them in their 
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opinions. ‘‘If Christ meant what he asserted, he has forever 
settled the doctrine of the intermediate pace of souls ; if he did 
not, then this parable is a manifest deception, calculated to 
strengthen those to whom it was spoken in the wild vagaries of 
heathen fable. And if he thus spoke in this instance, who can 
tell in how many other instances he may have thus spoken ? ” — 
-Rev. C. N. Smith. 

Why did Christ give utterance to this solemn portion of 
Scripture? Do we learn from the context that his theme was 
the taking of gospel privileges from the Jews, and giving them 
to the Gentiles? Nothing like it. 

_ Mr. Storrs says that verse 16 ‘is the key to the parable, and 
unlocks it perfectly.’’ This, with the 17th, reads thus: ‘‘ The 
law and the prophets were until John: since that, the kingdom 
of God is preached, and every man presseth into it. And it is 
easier for heaven and earth to pass, than for one tittle of the 
law to fail.”” That this is the key to the parable is mere assump- 
tion. What is there in these words to call forth such a parable ? 
Just nothing. The following, from the context, is a much better 
key, because, as every reader will see, the lock and key were 
made for each other: ‘‘ No servant can serve two masters: for 
either he will hate the one and love the other, or else he will 
hold to the one and despise the other. Ye cannot serve God 
and Mammon. And the Pharisees also, who were covetous, 
heard all these things; and they derided him. And he said unto 
them, Ye are they which justify. yourselves before men; but God 
knoweth your hearts: for that which is highly esteemed among 
men is abomination in the sight of God’ (ver. 18-15). 
This key fits the lock precisely: The Saviour was discoursing 
on the wickedness of those who worshipped Mammon. He told 
the Jews that they could not serve God and Mammon, and re- 
buked the Pharisees for their self-righteousness and worldliness ; 
and they who were covetous derided him. Perceiving this, he 
brings up before them the case of the rich man and Lazarus, in 
which he portrays before them, in terms that but few impenitent 
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men can read and feel at ease, the awful state of a wicked rich man 
in the world of spirits, and shows how much better the condition 
of a poor pious beggar would be than his. Wicked men may hate 
this truth, and those who cater to depravity may labor to destroy it: 
but their efforts are vain ; for it will answer the great design-of 
its author, viz., to teach men that there is an intermediate state, 
where souls live either in bliss or misery. 

‘‘ Between us and you there is a great gulf fixed; so that 
they which would pass from hence to you cannot; neither can 
they pass to us that would come from thence ’’ (ver. 26). 

If the rich man in torments represents the Jews cast off from 
gospel privileges, and if, Lazarus in Abraham’s bosom repre- 
sents the Gentiles in possession of them, then it follows, that, if 
a Jew ‘‘ would pass”’ over and become a Christian, he cannot ; 
neither can a Christian embrace Judaism, if he ‘‘ would.’? But 
is there any such impassable gulf, or decree, that Jews cannot 
become Christians if they well, or Christians become Jews? 
This interpretation makes the Saviour mock the Jews in sending 
the gospel to them; and how foolish was Paul, laboring and 
weeping over them to convert them to Christianity! This non- 
sensical and absurd explanation is contradicted by the fact 
that some have aposiatized to Judaism from Christianity, and 
also by the fact that thousands of Jews have become Christians. 

Furthermore, this is contrary to the whole spirit and de- 
sien of the gospel, which was not to shut out the Jews; for 
Christ came to break ‘‘down the middle wall of partition 
between”? (Eph. ii. 14) Jews and Gentiles, and place them 
on an equal footing in regard to gospel privileges. 

But the ‘great gulf’ represents the ‘‘ stubbornness of the 
Jews.” This is also a mistake. The doom of the rich man 
is represented as fixed, independent of his agency; so that, if 
he “ would pass,”’ he could not. 

The rich man (Jewish nation) had five brethren he was 
desirous should be warned, that they might shun the torment 


he was then enduring.. Query: Were there five other Jewish 
10. fie 
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nations in danger of being cast off from gospel privileges? 
Who were the “‘ five brethren’? ? Echo returns, Who? 

Death, according to our opponents, is a state of non-being. 
Lazarus and the rich man, representing the Jew and Gen- 
tile nations, both died. Did the Saviour mean to represent 
Jews and Gentiles as in a state of non-being? This will 
scarcely be admitted; for Mr. Storrs says, ‘“‘ The rich man 
(Jews) is alive after his ecclesiastical death ; but is stripped of 
all his peculiarities, and reduced to a state of wretchedness and 
torment.”? — W. Tower, p. 69. ‘So we suppose Mr. Storrs 
will now admit that a man who is said to be dead may be 
alive! 

There would be a shadow of plausibility in the interpretation 
given by materialists, if the rich man only was represented as 
dying. But Lazarus (Gentiles) died also; and how the exalta- 
tion of the Gentiles to gospel privileges can be considered a 
death, requires a materialist to understand. , 

But hell (Hades) means the grave, which is a place of uncon- 
sciousness ; and yet the rich man is alive, tormented, con- 
verses, and desires to send a message! Would a materialist 
in our day base a parable upon torments in the future state, 
without first informing the people that it was all fiction? 
Never. The Saviour gives no such information ; and why? We 
need not answer. ! 

The idea of disembodied spirits in this passage has been 
objected to on the ground that.the rich man is said to have eyes 
and tongue, and Lazarus a jinger. Consistency demands that 
such objector should become an atheist at once, and deny the 
spiritual nature of God; for he is said to have hands, fingers, 
arms, face, mouth, tongue, eyes, ears, &c., &c. Spiritual and 
eternal things must be represented to us, while in this state, by 
sensible and material objects. 

We are cautioned against making too much of the circum- 
stances connected with this account, as they are not to be 
brought against the main design. This complaining of our 
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meddling with circumstances arises from the fact that they are 
all against them. But the circumstances involve no more diffi- 
culty than their ‘‘main design.”’ With them, the Saviour’s 
main design was to illustrate the admission of the Gentiles to 
gospel privileges, and the rejection of the Jews. But where do 
they learn this? Has Heaven given them a special revelation 
upon this point? Surely there is nothing in the passage, or its 
connection, that in the least indicates it. No common reader 
of the Bible would receive even a hint of it there. It is un- 
natural and false, manufactured to get rid of the solemn import 
of the passage. 
Think of these things, reader. 


XXXVII.—‘‘ Whatsoever thy hand findeth to do, do tt 
with thy might; for there is no work, nor device, nor 
knowledge, nor wisdom, in the grave, whither thou goest.’’— 
Keel. ix. 10. 


This affords no proof whatever that the soul dies with the 
body. We readily admit that all of man that goes into the 
grave retains none of these attributes named in the text; for 
the spirit of man does not go there, as the dust only returns ‘‘ to 
the earth as it was’’ (Kccl. xii. 7). Furthermore, we learn 
from the Saviour that the soul does not die when the body is 
killed (Matt. x. 28). 

But this denial of consciousness in the grave comes with an 
ill grace from those who are in the habit of asserting that the 
word hell (Hades), in Luke xvi. 23, means the grave ; for this 
false interpretation clothes the rich man with the attributes 
named, he being tormented there, and also devising means to 
prevent his brethren from coming to the grave to be tormented 
also. (Sec. XXXVI). Our opponents, then, are those who 
contend that there zs device, knowledge, and wisdom ‘‘in the 
grave ;’’ and thus, as ever, contradict the word of God. 
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XXXVIITI.—‘‘And I heard a voice from heaven saying 
unto me, write, Llessed are the dead who die in the Lord 
Srom henceforth: Yea, saith the Spirit, that they may rest 
from their labors ; and their works do follow them.” — 
Rey. xiv. 13. 

Mr. Storrs meets this text with his usual boldness. Speak- 
ing of the seven plagues named in the following chapter, he 
says, ‘‘ Hither just before, in the time of, or immediately after, 
those plagues, comes the time of glorifying the Church of Christ, 
by their Lord’s return ‘from heaven,’ and the resurrection of 
those who have ‘died in the Lord.’ From that period they 
are blessed; not in a disembodied state, but by a resurrection 
from the dead, to behold their Lord’s glory.’’ — Discussion, 
p. 76. 

What is fatal to this interpretation, and shows the perversion 
of the text most clearly, is, that it does not say, ‘‘ Blessed are the 
living who have been resurrected ;’’ but, ‘‘ Blessed are the 
dead,’ &c. Mr. Storrs does injustice to this Scripture by 
making it say, ‘‘ Blessed are those who have been raised from 
the dead’”’! But, as if he was not quite sure that this would 
destroy its force, he adds an hypothesis, equally lame, as follows : 
‘Tf, however, the words ‘ Blessed,’ &c., related to the death 
of saints who die at that period, they have a clear explanation 
in the fact, that the time spoken of was to be one of fearful 
judgments on the earth; and those who die in the Lord are to 
be taken away, or hid from the evil, and rest from their labors.” 
— Discussion, p. 77. Now, where do saints go when they die, 
aecording to materialism? They go into non-being. The mind 
is but an attribute of living, organized dust, and ceases with the 
body (Sec. I). If, in times of ‘‘ fearful judgments on the 
earth,” they are blessed by going into nonentity, are not the 
wicked also blessed when they leave a wretched life, and also 
go into nonentity? And are not the wicked just as securely 
‘hid from the evil”??? And do they not ‘‘rest from their la- 
hors ”’ just as really as the righteous? If a state of non-being 
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is a state of blessedness, then all are blest who have died, 
whether righteous or wicked. Cain and Abel, Simon Magus « 
and Paul, Wesley and Voltaire, are all blessed together ; for they 
are all rid of the troubles of earth, and are as unconscious 
as lumps of lead! This is a legitimate conclusion from the per- 
version of Mr. Storrs. What wretched work materialism makes 
with the word of God! Inspiration never took this blind 
method to say, ‘‘ Unconscious are the dead which die in the 
Lord,”’ &¢.; or to say, ‘‘ Blessed shall the living be who shall 
be made alive by the resurrection thousands of years hence.’ 
But it plainly says, ‘‘ Blessed (happy) are the dead which die 
in the Lord from henceforth, —from this time, now, immediately, 
and onward. Yea, saith the-Spirit, that they may rest from 
their labors (their probation past, their toils and pains ended, 
their warfare closed ; and, being conscious of it, they are happy) : 
and their works do follow them;’’ or, as the critics say, ‘‘ fol- 
low with them.’’ This text clearly condemns both the non- 
existent and soul-sleeping theories. 


XXXIX.— ‘‘Behold He cometh with clouds; and every eye 
shall see him; and they also which pierced him: and all 
kindreds of the earth shall wail because of him.” — Rev. 
Lay.. 

This text is forcibly opposed to the idea that the wicked are 
annihilated at death. The Romans literally pierced the hands, 
feet, and side of the world’s Redeemer, while the leaders among 
the Jews instigated and demanded his crucifixion. This Scrip- 
ture is in.strict accord with Christ’s declaration to those who 
participated in this murderous work. Read the following : — _ 

‘“« But Jesus held his peace. And the high priest answered 
and said unto him, I adjure thee by the living God, that thou tell - 
us whether thou be the Christ, the Son of God. Jesus saith 
unto him, Thou hast said: nevertheless I say unto you, Here- 
after shall ye see the Son of man sitting on the right hand of 
power, and coming in the clouds of heaven. Then the high 
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priest rent his clothes, saying, He hath spoken blasphemy : 
what further need have we of witnesses? behold, now ye have 
heard «his blasphemy. What think ye? They answered and 
said, He is guilty,of death. Then did they spit in his face, 
and buffeted him ; and others smote him with the palms of their 
hands, saying, Prophesy unto us, thou Christ, Who is he that 
smote thee?’’ (Matt. xxvi. 63-68.) 

The wicked Jews who crucified the Saviour died eighteen 
hundred years ago; and of them Christ said, ‘“‘ Ye shall die in 
your sins” (John viii. 21). Observe, the Saviour says, 
‘‘ Hereafter ye shall see the Son of man sitting on the right 
hand of power, and coming in the clouds of heaven ;”’ and the 
Revelator says, ‘‘ Behold He cometh with clouds; and every eye 
shall see him, and they also which pierced him.’’ Does not this 
establish the fact most clearly, that the wicked men who crucified 
the Redeemer, and died ages ago, will be alive at the time of the 
second advent? Mr. Storrs, in attempting to rid his theory of 
this difficulty, says, ‘‘ We have long been of the opinion that 
the ‘every eye’ here embraces only the ‘kings and priests’ 
spoken of in the previous verse ; that they only would see him 
at the immediate advent: ‘and,’ at a subsequent period,’ 
‘they also which pierced him,’ viz., the Jews living at the time 
of the second advent.’? — Life from the Dead, p. 64. Those 
spoken of in the previous verse were holy people ; and they only 
would see Christ ‘‘ at the immediate advent.’’ What is meant 
by ‘‘ the tmmediate advent,” we are at a loss to determine. 
Christ’s first advent had certainly taken place before these words 
were uttered; and now, after this advent, Mr.S. says that those 
embraced in ‘‘ every eye shall see him”’ are those who should 
witness his ‘‘ zmmediate advent.’’ The Revelator uses the 
future tense, —‘‘ every eye shall see him;”’’ and, as the first 
advent had taken place before he wrote, of course those named 
could not see him then. After the first advent, is there to be an 
‘immediate advent,’ and then asecond advent? Christ will be 
seen, coming in the clouds of heaven, by ‘‘ the Jews living at 
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the time of the second advent.’? That is, those who pierced 
him are the descendants of the Jews who shall be alive on the 
_ earth when Christ’s second advent takes place, hundreds‘ of 
years after the crucifixion, and were unLorn at the time, and had 
nothing whatever to do with putting him to death! But the 
Romans had a part in piercing him. Will they be there by 
proxy in their descendants, to witness the advent? ‘‘Hvery 
ey? shall see him embraces only the ‘ kings and priests’ spoken 
of in the previous verse.’’ That is, every eye means a very 
small portion of the eyes! But enough has been said to show 
the violent wresting of Scripture, and also to show to what 
some, who assume to be doctrinal reformers, will resort to sustain 
an idolized theory. ‘This text renders it clear that the wicked 
will live after death. | 


XL. — ‘‘And the times of this ignorance God winked at; but 
now conmanceth all men everywhere to repent: because he 
hath appointed aday in the which he will judge the world in 
righteousness by that man whom he hath ordained ; whereof 
he hath given assurance unto all men, in that he hath ratsed 


him from the dead.’’ — Acts xvii. 30, 31. 


This Scripture is disposed of as follows: ‘‘ We think the text 
has special reference to Christ’s judging the world in the sense 
of ruling it, which is yet future ; as is also the great day of 
executive judgment on the Gentiles.” — Life from the Dead, 
p- 68. 

This method of destruction is not original. Universalist 
writers, years ago, disposed of this text in a similar way 3 stating 
that here the word ‘‘judge’’ meant to rule. They, however, 
referred it to the gospel-day; and Balfour taught that it had 
exclusive reference to the time of Constantine, when the civil 
power was vested in a Christian emperor. But Mr. Storrs, if 
we understand him, refers it to the time when God shall execute 
judgment upon the Gentiles by annihilating them ; else what does 
he mean by ‘‘ the great day of executive judgment on the Gen- 
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tiles”? But then, his theory admits of no specified time or 
day of such judgment, since every sinner is judged and doomed 
to annihilation when he dies; thus, one by one, as they die, all 
through time, are they judged and punished, if punished it may 
be called. What a blunder Paul made, then, in talking of 
judging the world in righteousness at a given period or day ! 
But it may be said that we mistake the meaning of the author. 
Very possible ; since this new and strange doctrine introduces a 
new and strange form of language into polemics, such as ‘“‘ exec- 
utive judgment,’ ‘‘immediate advent,” ‘“‘re-living of the 
dead,”’ ‘‘ temporary suspension,’’ and the like expressions, some 
of which, to obtuse intellects, seem a little obscure. We will 
endeavor, however, not to do injustice to the views of our oppo- 
nents. We suppose, then, that Mr. Storrs meant to say that 
Paul meant to say that God will rule the world in righteousness, 
after the wicked are annihilated. Paul is on Mars Hill, in the 
presence of learned Grecians. How would they understand him 
when he spoke of a future judgment? Did they believe that 
the wicked were annihilated at death? Did the judgment, in 
their view, take place before, or at death? By no means. They 
believed in the future conscious existence of all men, but denied 
the resurrection. The Greeks admitted the doctrine of future 
retributions ; they believed that Minos and Radamanthus would 
be judges,* while the apostles taught that Christ would judge 
the world; hence, when Paul spoke of the judgment of the 
world, they could but understand him as teaching a future judg- 
ment. We see by this how to account for the fact that they 
raise no opposition to the doctrine of a judgment, but when they 
heard of the resurrection, ‘‘ some mocked ”’ (ver. 32). The 
first-named doctrine, so far as the idea of a future judgment is 
concerned, was received by them, while the resurrection was 
rejected. 

The apostle is speaking of the same judgment-scene, in this 
text, that he is when he says, ‘‘ It is appointed unto men once 


* See Josephus’ Discourse to the Greeks on Hades. 
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to die, but after this the judgment ’”’ (Heb. ix. 27) ; also, ‘‘ For 
we must all appear before the judgment-seat of Christ ; that 
every ‘one may receive the things done in his body, according to 
that he hath done, whether it be good or bad”’ (2 Cor. v. 10). 
See also Rom. xiv. 10, 12; Heb. vi. 2; Rom. ii. 9. See by 
the index where these Scriptures are examined. 

These words, which Paul proclaimed at Athens, have been 
sent down to us by inspiration; and as the Greeks understood 
them, so should we. ‘They are a refutation of the doctrine of no 
future life for the wicked, and that the judgment is before the 
resurrection. 


XLI. — “For if we sin wilfully after that we have received the 
knowledge of the truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice for 
sins, but a certain fearful looking for of judgment and fiery 
indignation, which shall devour the adversaries. He that 
despised Moses’ law died without mercy under two or three 
witnesses: of how much sorer punishment, suppose ye, shall 
he be thought worthy, who hath trodden under foot the Son 
of God, and hath counted the blood of the covenant, where- 
with he was sanctified, an unholy thing, and hath done 
despite unto the Spirit of grace?’’ — Heb. x. 26-29. | 


The violators of Moses’ law suffered an unmerciful death by 
stoning ;- but such apostates as the apostle here describes were to be 
subject to a sorer punishment than this death without mercy. 
Now, if every sinner is annihilated at death, where do this 
class of apostates experience a sorer punishment than was in- 
flicted upon the violators of Jewish law by brutally stoning 
them? Will it be said that they die a more painful death than 
those whose bodies were broken and bruised among the Jews? 
Where is the evidence of this? Some of the vilest apostates 
from the Christian religion have, so far as physical sufferings are 
concerned, died peacefully in their own beds, or have dropped dead 
without a struggle or a groan: and as to mental distress, their 
moral sensibilities are often so blunted that they die as stupidly 
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as the brutes ; presenting a fearful illustration of that perverted 
and hardened state so graphically described by Inspiration when 
it says, ‘‘ God shall send them strong delusion, that they’should 
believe a lie: that they all might be damned who believed not 
the truth, but had pleasure in unrighteousness ’’ (2 Thess. ii. 
C112): 

Now, we ask, if such apostates as count ‘“‘the blood of the 
covenant an unholy thing,” and have ‘‘ done despite to the Spirit 
of grace’’ die thus quietly and stupidly, and go into nonentity, 
where and when do they experience that punishment which is far 
more severe than death by stoning, under the law of Moses? 
Who can answer? How does Mr. Storrs dispose of this pas- 
sage? Hear him. ‘‘It is the certainty of death, and the 
greater desert of it, the apostle speaks of, and not the degree 
of suffering the two criminals might endure. ‘Death is the 
wages of sin.’ Under the Mosaic law they did not escape : how 
much more shall they not escape it who despise the Son of 
God?’ This assertion to save his theory is forceless; and as 
the Scripture of which it is predicated is before the reader, we 
will leave it without comment. Indeed, he seems to have no 
confidence in this resort himself; for he immediately tries another 
expedient to turn the edge of the text, namely, to join hands 
with the Universalists in throwing it into Jerusalem’s destruc- 
tion, their common receptacle of all troublesome Scriptures: so 
he says, ‘‘ In addition to these remarks, the apostle’s argument 
here may primarily relate to judgments then about to fall on the 
Jews, as this epistle was written A.D. 68, just prior to the fatal 
catastrophe to that people, and was addressed to Hebrews.’? — 
Life from the Dead, p. 68. 

The Hebrew Christians were scattered all over the Roman 
empire ; and what evidence is there that all who might apostatize 
during the seven years before Titus came against the Jews, would 
be gathered there to be sufferers in that great calamity ? Many 
of them died before that event took place ; and where did they 
receive their ‘‘sorer punishment’’? Mr. Storrs says, ‘‘ This 
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epistle was written A.D. 63, just prior to the fatal catastrophe,”’ 
&e. The Jerusalem catastrophe was in the year 70; so that 
his ‘‘just prior’? was seven years long! Again: What became 
of the apostates who had died during the long period of seventy 
years, from the time of Christ’s advent to the overthrow of 
Jerusalem by the Romans? They could not have received their 
‘‘sorer punishment’’ in Jerusalem. And what of Gentile 
Christians who had apostatized? Did they receive their sorer 
punishment in Jerusalem? Furthermore, Mr. Storrs’s theory 
denies that suffering is any part of the penalty of sin. The 
penalty is not the pain of dying, or any other suffering, either 
before or after death ; but death, —that is, being dead, defined 
by him to be ‘‘a state of non-being.”’ (Sec. I.) If this is so, 
there can be no degrees of punishment ; for the penalty is exactly 
the same for every sinner, no matter what his grade of crime. 
Why, then, does Paul talk about a ‘‘ sorer punishment ”’ for 
some sinners than for others? (See. LIV.) But Paul wrote 
before Mr. 8. had illuminated the world with his ideas. The 
truth is, there is absolutely nothing in the text or context of this 
fearfully solemn portion of God’s word, to indicate that Paul 
was predicting that the apostates named would suffer their pun- 
ishment in Jerusalem. Truth presses hard, when leading advo- 
cates of error are driven to such shifts. 


XLII. — ‘‘t ts appointed unto men once to die, but after this 
the judgment.’’— Heb. ix. 27. 


It is not denied by the. champion for the annihilation of the 
wicked at death, that the judgment is after death. But does he 
admit that living men will be brought to judgment? By no 
means ; for all who have died will be as unconscious as stones 
during this judgment. We do not misrepresent Mr. Storrs. 
Hear him. Speaking of this text, he says, ‘‘ The judgment, 
therefore, here spoken of may have reference to the decision as 
to who among the dead were worthy to live again.’’? — Life from 
the Dead, p. 62, Thus he places the judgment before the 
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resurrection. Now, if the decision concerning who shall be 
raised is the judgment, then the judgment took place at least 
eighteen centuries ago; for it was decided by Christ, the lawful 
judge, when he said, ‘‘A// that arc in the graves shall hear his 
voice, and come forth: they that have done good unto the resur- 
rection of life, and they that have done evil unto the resurrec- 
tion of damnation’ (John v. 28, 29). In harmony with this, 
Paul declares ‘‘ that there shall be a resurrection of the dead, 
both of the just and unjust”’ (Acts xxiv. 15). The decision, 
then, of Christ and his servant Paul is, that all the dead, both 
the just and unjust, shall be raised to life: so, if this decision 
as to who shall live or be raised is the judgment; then Paul was 
certainly wrong in saying it is after death; for hundreds of mil- 
lions have died since that decision, or judgment, took place. The 
truth is, Paul never thought of using the term judgment in the 
sense attazhed to it by Mr. Storrs. It is a gross perversion to 
sustain a false theory. But Paul has spoken elsewhere of the 
judgment. Let us hear him again. But, before proceeding, 
let us notice our theorist’s views concerning the dead. He teaches 
that the sinner, when physical death takes place, goes into a 
state of blank nothingness ; and that the death of the righteous 
is equally a state of unconsciousness, called by him a ‘“‘ tem- 
porary suspension.’ (Sec. I.) Now, what does Paul say 
about the judgment? Listen to him. ‘‘ For we must all 
appear before the judgment-seat of Christ ; that every one may 
receive the things done in his body, according to that he hath 
done, whether it be good or bad’’ (2 Cor. v.10). Is the judg- 
ment before the resurrection, while there is nothing of man in exist- 
ence but disorganized, unconscious dust ? How, then, can they 
all appear before the judgment-seat, and every one receive the 
things done in his body, according to that he hath done, whether 
it be good or bad? Here are strange capabilities and gradations 
of penalty for nonentities!! This text, of itself, blows to atoms 
the assumption that Christ’s judgment-day precedes the resur- 
rection, and that the wicked are never to live after death. Hear 
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Paul once more: ‘‘ But why dost thou judge thy brother? or 
why dost thou set at nought thy brother ? for we shall all stand 
before the judgment-seat of Christ. for it is written, As [ live, 
saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue 
shall confess to God. So then every one of us shall give account 
of himself to God’’ (Rom. xiv. 10-12). 

Is this predicated of God’s ‘decision as to who among the 
dead shall live again’’? To state this is to refute it. Neither 
is it affirmed of unconsciousness, but of living intelligent beings, 
capable of standing before Christ, and of giving an account of 
themselves. 

Another quibble. Speaking of the text at the head of this 
section, he says, ‘‘ It seems to oppose the idea of dying twice ; 
for it states that it is appointed unto men once to die, — not 
twice.’ —L. from the Dead, p. 62. 

Let Mr. Hastings, of the other wing of the destructionists, re- 
ply to this. He says, ‘‘It is appointed unto men, to the race 
as a general rule, once to die; but after that there is a JUDGMENT. 
It is not appointed to men, to the race, to die twice; but yet, if 
men ‘seek death,’ if they turn not when God says, ‘ Why will 
ye die?’ then, though it was appointed to them to die once, they — 
shall surely die the ‘second death.’ Since. it is appointed unto 
men once to die, and this death is inevitable, what is the mean- 
ing of the question, Why will ye pin, if men have to die one 
death, and cannot die another one if they will? One death is 
‘appointed to men:’ the second is earned, sought, gained ; it is 
the wages of sin, and the doom of sinners. If we escape its 
power, it must be by holy living, rather than sophistical arguing.” 
— Retribution, p. 131. Men are to pass from this world but 
once by physical death. This is the rule; but there are excep- 
tions to this. Did not Dorcas, the widow’s son, the ruler’s 
daughter, and Lazarus, die twice? — And then, there is a death 
in connection with existence here, with propriety called spiritual 
death (Sec. III.) ; and there is also the endless ruin of the sin- 
ner in the future, called the ‘‘ second death.”’ 
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XLII. — ‘They shall be as though they had not been.’’ — 
Oba. 16. 


This text is in frequent use to prove the annihilation of the 
wicked. To use it thus is a perversion. We commend the fol- 
lowing, from an able article in ‘‘ The Methodist Quarterly,” of 
April, 1852, as the true import of the text: ‘‘‘They (the 
heathen) shall be as though they had not been.’ ‘To understand 
any prophecy, we must consider its scope or design. The proph- 
ecy of Obadiah was delivered on account of the tyranny of the 
Edomites over the Jews; and, in this verse, it is said that the 
heathen should do the same against Edom that Edom had done 
against Judah. This was accomplished a few years after, when 
the Babylonians, under Nebuchadnezzar, ravaged Idumea. In 
this verse, it is prophesied of the Babylonians, who are meant by 
‘the heathen,’ that they should be destroyed, not as individuals, 
but that nationally they should cease to exist, . . . should ‘be 
as though they had not been.’ The same thing is prophesied 
against Hdom in the 18th verse: ‘There shall not be any re- 
maining in the house of Esau.’ It is plain, that, in these two 
verses, there.is no reference whatever to the future condition either 
of the Babylonians or of the Hdomites, as individuals, but to 
their utter extinction as nations; and in this sense the prediction 
has long since been fulfilled.” 

All who will examine will see the correctness of this exegesis. 
The text has not the least reference to the future state. The 
destruction of a nation is no proof whatever that the conscious 
existence of the sinner shall cease; and yet, judging from its 
frequent use, it is considered by annihilationists one of the 
strongest proof-texts in favor of their theory. We find it used 
as a motto on the title-pages of several of their works before us. 
Poland was once a nation. It is so no longer. In this sense, it 
is as though it had not been. But who would think of raising 
an argument from this to prove the annihilation of the wicked in 
the future state ? 
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XLIV. — ‘ They go to nothing, and perish.”’ — Job vi. 18. 

But what goes to nothing? Is this affirmed of the mind 
merely, or of the whole man? Of the whole man, say our op- 
ponents.- But do they mean to teach that the matter of which 
the body of man is composed goes to nothing? No; for they 
say that matter is not annihilated. So we say; and in this we 
are agreed. But what constitutes man? We are told that he 
is living, organized dust, or matter; that this is the whole of 
him ; that what is called the soul is not a distinct entity, but an 
attribute of this dust; and that the mind is wholly dependent 
upon physical life. (Sec. I.) Now, as there is no mind or soul, 
as a distinct entity, to go to nothing, it follows, that if man abso- 
lutely goes ‘‘ to nothing,”’ then the matter of which he is composed 
does not merely change its form, but ceases to exist. Will our 
materialists abide the conclusion? They cannot escape it so 
long as they urge this text in proof of their sentiments. 
With their views of what constitutes man, it proves too much 
for them ; for, if the matter of which man is composed goes ‘ to 
nothing,’’ then there is nothing to be raised from the dead, and 
not only man, but the resurrection, is annihilated! The text is 
a strong expression, in accordance with Hastern poetry, to denote 
the termination of earthly existence. The Psalmist says, ‘‘ Let 
the wicked be no more ”’ (Psa. civ. 35). ‘‘ Yet a little while 
and the wicked shall not be ”’ (Psa. xxxvil. 10). These words 
are equivalent to death, irrespective of what is beyond the pres- 
ent existence. If they are made to teach annihilation, they teach 
that it takes place when physical death occurs, which is fatal to 
the idea of a resurrection anda future judgment; thus proving 
too much for one class of materialists who hold these doctrines. 
Should the followers of Mr. Storrs say that these texts are suited 
to his theory of no future life for the wicked, we reply, that, with 
the license taken with texts to prove that theory, we can as posi- 
tively prove that there is no future life for the righteous; and 
thus the whole world of mankind will remain under the dominion 


of death! We might add here, although we have taken up the 
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same thought in Sec. XX VI. of this work, passages like the 
following: ‘‘ They shall utterly perish (shall be utterly corrupt- 
ed) in their own corruptions’ (2 Pet. ii. 12). ‘‘ Every soul 
that will not hear that prophet shall be destroyed from among 
the people”? (Acts ii. 23). It is evident that the destruction 
and perishing here mean nothing more than the death of the 
wicked. The same terms are employed in reference to the right- 
eous. ‘‘ The righteous perisheth’’ (Isa. lvii. 1). Of Saul it is 
said, ‘‘Is not this he that destroyed (put to death) them which 
call on this name at Jerusalem?” (Acts ix. 21.) ‘‘ There isa 
just man that, perisheth in his righteousness, and there is a wick- 
ed man that prolongeth his life in his wickedness”’ (Keel. vii. 15). 
See, also, Psa. Ixix. 4, Job ix. 22, Luke xi. 51, xix. 47. Do 
these texts prove the annihilation of the righteous? Our oppo- 
nents will not so interpret them. But why not, if the same ex- 
pressions teach the annihiJation of the wicked ? They evidently 
mean here, and in numerous other places, simply the end of living 
existence in this world, and determine nothing respecting the 
future. 


XLV.—‘‘And he said unto them, Go ye into all the world, 
and preach the gospel to every creature. He that believeth 
and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall 
be damned.’ — Mark xvi. 15, 16. 


Here is the commission to preach, given by the Saviour. What 
is its import, according to Mr. Storrs? It is this: ‘‘Go ye into 
all the world, and preach the gospel to every creature. He that 
believeth and is baptized shall be raised from ‘temporary sus- 
pension ’ and be made immortal, after having been suspended for 
thousands of years in a state of utter unconsciousness, as in the 
case of righteous Abel, Abraham, Job, Moses, the prophets, the 
apostles, and the martyrs. They that believe not shall die, but 
never be raised from the dead ; being, as conscious beings, anni- 
hilated at death, many of them suffering far less in the process 
than some believers, and be damned by going into nonentity, 
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never having suffered a single pang as a penalty for breaking 
God’s law!” Reader, can you receive this as Christ’s commis- 
sion? That we do not misrepresent Mr. Storrs, may be seen 
by turning to Sec. I. But where in the Bible is it found 
that the resurrection is conditioned on faith? We answer, 
Nowhere. Mr. Storrs seems to talk in some of his writings as 
though there was a certain vitality imparted to the believer, that 
will enable him to come forth in the resurrection : hence he says, 
‘*The food which Christ gives carries those who receive it for- 
ward into a future life, and they die no more. If it can carry 
us into a future life, it can with equal ease sustain that life 
eternally.” — Life from the D., p. 31. 

Observe, ‘‘ the food which Christ gives’? — where? why, 
here in this world — ‘‘ can carry us into the future life,” &c. We 
ask, if materialism is true, what there is of ws left, when the 
body is dissolved, to be carried forward by the food given by 
Christ into the future? Does not the righteous man, when he 
ceases to breathe, die, that is, according to materialism, go intoa 
state of non-being, as really as a wicked man? The wicked 
man is organized dust: is the righteousany thing more? What 
principle, thing, attribute, or substance goes into the future, 
which contains life, if man is constituted of nothing but dust ? 
To what does this food, this bread of life, adhere to cargy us into 
the future? What does it nourish during the long night of 
nonentity succeeding death, when the Christian is nowhere ? 
(See. CV.) Does not Mr. Storrs teach that we are entirely 
dependent upon the resurrection for any future life whatever ? 
If so, why talk of the food given by Christ as carrying us into 
the future, when there is no ws to be carried? But the death of 
the righteous is not really such : it is a ‘‘ temporary suspension.”’ 
But, Mr. Storrs, does not the Bible say, speaking of death (Isa. 
Ivii. 1), that ‘‘the righteous pertsheth, and no man layeth it 
to heart’? and have you not told us, again and again, that to 
perish means ‘‘ to cease to have existence’? Why, then, talk 


of the righteous as suspended at death? Why is this term 
il 
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used? Is it to mystify, or to make an absurdity appear less so? 
You have been a great stickler for the exact language of the 
Bible, often calling your opponents to an account for their use 
of the term ‘‘immortal soul,’’ because that form of language is 
not used in the Scriptures. But where do you find ‘: temporary 
suspension,” either in form of language or in fact? The 
writers in God’s Book use no such language. ‘They tell not of 
a resurrection from suspension, but of ‘‘ the resurrection of THE 
pEAD.” And then, as to the future living existence, which is pro- 
duced by the resurrection, being dependent upon vitality produced 
by the bread of life eaten here, we can receive no such transcen- 
dental folly, whether tanght by Mr. Storrs, or by Mr. Hudson in 
his remarkable figure of good and damaged seeds symbolizing 
the resurrection. (Sec. VII.) The resurrection is a miracle 
independent of man’s agency. ‘‘ Why should it be thought a 
thing incredible with you, that God should raise the dead?”’ 
(Acts xxvii. 8) ? that is, all the dead. Belief does not procure 
the resurrection, nor unbelief prevent it ; for both good and bad 
are to be raised (John v. 28, 29; Acts xxiv. 15). That there 
is a soul-life, which continues, consisting in union with God, 
nourished and strengthened here by the bread of life, in the faith- 
ful believer, we admit. This bread of life will carry such hap- 
pily and, vigorously into the future ; hence the Saviour says, 
‘« He that liveth and believeth in me shall never die ’’ (John xi. 
26). Again: ‘‘ He that keepeth my sayings shall never see 
death’ (John viii. 51). This is not affirmed of the death of 
the body ; for, if so, the resurrection is not a fact. All know 
that the physical death of God’s people takes place. The life 
here guaranteed to the faithful believer is that spiritual life 
which pertains to the soul. It is union with God. It is the 
happiness which comes to the soul by feasting upon the bread of 
life. Christ provides the bread, and faith and obedience are the. 
conditions of its reception. ‘‘He that liveth and believeth in 
me,” ‘‘and keepeth my sayings, shall never die,’’ ‘‘ never see 
death.’’ Now, if this life continues, as Christ declares it shall, 
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then consciousness continues, and thus materialism is proved 
false. (Sec. III.) The conscious soul united to its God survives 
the death of the body: hence the Saviour says, ‘‘ Fear not them 
which kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul ’’ (Matt. 
x. 28). Our opponents contradict the Saviour, by denying that 
the soul is a distinct entity, and by asserting that the soul is 
either the body (Sec. I.) or an attribute of the body, and, of 
course, ceases to be when the body dies. A question : Does God 
forsake his faithful saints for thousands of years, when the death 
of the body occurs? For fifty years, more or less, the Christian 
has walked with his God. The communion has been sweet, and 
he delights in obedience. He has risen higher and higher in his 
experience, until he has grown to the fulness of the stature of a 
man if Christ. God commissions death, and says to him, ‘‘ Cut 
down that faithful, joyful Christian ; deprive him at once of all 
communion with me for thousands of years, and I will do no 
more for him during all that time. We have walked together 
in closest fellowship during his pilgrimage thus far, but now 
cause it to cease. Take the whole of him. Annibilate him, all 
but a handful of unconscious dust, and keep him in thy dark 
and dreary dominions for ages upon ages to come.’ (See. 
LVIII.) Materialism involves all this. Is this the prospect, is 
this the hope, of the Christian? Is this a part of the ‘“‘ far 
more exceeding and eternal weight of glory”? Is this the 
blessedness of those who ‘‘ die in the Lord from henceforth’? ? 
Is this what Paul meant when he would ‘‘ depart and be with 
Christ’? Here is a dark and dreary chasm of nothingness, into 
which all of God’s devoted ones are cast, — all who have died, 
from righteous Abel to the present day ; their union with God 
ceasing, and they as unconscious as the cold earth to which their 
bodies go. We shudder ; we start back ; we leave these cold and 
forbidding thoughts, these arctic regions of error, and come into 
the warming sunlight of truth, and hear the Saviour with 
authority saying that God’s faithful ones ‘‘ SHALL NEVER 
piE ;”’ that their union with God shall continue forever and 
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forever ; that there are no thonsands of years of dark uncon- 
sciousness to stop their progress in their onward march in the 
realms of bliss. 

That both the righteous and the wicked will have a conscious 
existence between the death of the body and the resurrection, to 
say nothing of other Scriptures, is clearly set forth by Christ in 
his statement concerning the rich man and Lazarus. The beggar 
‘and rich man were both dead ; and yet they both had conscious 
being, one comforted and theother tormented. (Sec. XXXVI.) 
This can never be reconciled with any theory other than that of 
the compound nature of man. It is false, then, that faith in 
Christ is necessary to secure a living existence in the future ; as 
both good-and bad exist there. But is not faith in Christ neces- 
sary in order to come up in the resurrection? Mr. Storrs asserts 
that ‘‘the righteous only will live again,’’ and that this life 
comes by the resurrection. Is this so? The blunder, or per- 
version, lies in attaching a wrong sense to the life promised so 
often to the believer, making it synonymous with the resurrec- 
tion. The life which comes by Christ to the believer is union 
with God, including all the blessed results both here and here- 
after. The death threatened as a penalty is disunion with God, 
with all the consequent wretchedness here and hereafter. Death, 
with Mr. Storrs, is the cessation of living existence, and life is 
the restoration of this existence by the resurrection ; hence the 
misapplication of numerous passages where the words life and 
death occur. Whereas, the life promised, sometimes called 
eternal life, is commenced here in the faithful believer, continuing 
to exist and increase until the recipient arrives to that ‘‘ far more 
exceeding and eternal weight of glory,” those ‘‘ mighty joys ” 
which shall be his reward at the judgment. On the other hand, 
the death threatened commences here, and, in the unrepentant 
sinner, remains with its gloom and wretchedness, ‘‘ the wrath of 
God” abiding on him (John iii. 36); he being in a condition 
corresponding to his character, — ‘‘ condemned already ;’’ when 
at the judgment, he will receive his final doom, ‘‘ Depart from 
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me, ye accursed, into everlasting fire, prepared for the devil and 
his angels”’ (Matt. xxv. 41). 

Denying that the penalty of sin includes suffering, either 
before or after death, and contending that it consists in being 
dead, Mr. Storrs finds it necessary to make the following dis- 
tinction between those who are in a state of non-being. He 
says, ‘‘ Death is either the extinction of life, or the suspension of 
the functions of life.” Speaking of extinction, he says, ‘‘ Such 
a death all impenitent and unbelieving men do die: their life is 
extinct.” Of the righteous, he says, ‘‘ Death which is a sus- 
pension of life, the pardoned believer may die; but his life is 
not extinct; . . . repentance and remission secured the person’s 
revival into life, as Jesus was raised from the dead.’’ — Life 
from the Dead, pp. 14, 15. 

But what of all the dead at the present time? Are not the 
righteous and the wicked in precisely the same condition? Take 
the case of wicked Cain and righteous Abel, who have been 
dead six thousand years. What is there left of Cain? Nothing 
- but a handful of dust somewhere on the globe we inhabit : there 
is no living soul, no consciousness. Is there any thing more of 
righteous Abel than this? Certainly not: for he is dead, that is, 
he is as really dead as Cain ; for Mr. Storrs says, ‘‘ the resurrec- 
tion is a re-living of the literally dead, or tt is no resurrection 
at all.” — Man’s Dest., p. 120. What is death? It isa state 
where there is no life, no sensation, no memory, no thought, 
no suffering: it is a state of non-being, a cessation of living 
existence.” So says Mr. Storrs, Life from the Dead, p. 7. 

So righteous Abel and wicked Cain, and the millions they 
represent, have been in exactly the same state for the thousands 
of years since they left the world! But why do men come 
under the power of death? It is alleged that this non-existence 
is the penalty of sin. But the curious are led to inquire why . 
the penalty of sin should be inflicted upon pardoned and sanc- 
tified believers, and they be thrown into precisely the same state 
with the ungodly for ages ; for, if endless non-being is endless 
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punishment, as our opponents assert (Sec. XXIII), then 
limited non-being must be limited punishment!* Is this the 
way God treats his pardoned and believing children? (See. 
LVI.) Is punishment for thousands of years the reward of 
those who are faithful to their God unto death? Is this an 
exhibition of a righteous administration, rewarding every man 
according as his work shall be? Is it this that gives hope and © 
comfort to the Christian in the dying hour? Accepted of God 
he may have been; a life of faith he may have lived: but, in 
dying, punishment he cannot escape! Mr. Storrs will have it 
that Hezekiah (2 Kings xx. 1-5) entertained his notions con- 
cerning the future, which caused him, though a good man, to be 
unwilling to die. He says of him, ‘‘ He could not but prefer to 
_ remain here, where he could see something of the works of God, 
and ‘ behold the inhabitants of the world,’ even though attended 
with many sorrows and sufferings, to lying down in the dust of 
_the earth, to remain in the silence of death till a distant day of 
resurrection. In view of death, as such a state, Hezekiah had 
an object worthy of desire ; and he gained a real boon: fifteen 
years were actually added to the sum of his conscious existence.” 
— Watch Tower, p. 23. 

So we should say, Mr. Storrs, if your gloomy doctrine of non- 
being for ages to come is true. We fail to wonder at Hezekiah’s 
unwillingness to die, if he was looking forward to a punishment 
of several thousand years’ duration. Assuming that he believed 
the doctrine in question, we see that Mr.’ Storrs virtually con- 
cedes that it utterly failed to give him comfort when he saw 
death approaching. It must be a gloomy prospect for any good 

* As Mr. Blain’s testimony, he being a materialist, may be of weight with 
some, we bring him upon the stand. He says, ‘‘ If God should put to death, for 
one year, prosperous, happy man, it would be a year’s punishment; if for a 
thousand years, and then bring to life, it would be a thousand years’ punish- 
ment; and so if he never raised him to life it would be an ‘ everlasting punish- 
ment??? — Death not Life, p.79. Right, Mr. Blain, for once. It is true, that, if 
everlasting non-being would be everlasting punishment, then the non-being of 
the ‘‘ prosperous, happy man,” for one or a thousand years, who should be 
raised to life afterwards, would be a punishment during that time. And thus, 
Mr. Blain being witness, materialism consigns God’s redeemed and sanctified 
children to a future punishment, some of them for five or six thousand years !! 


The truth is, the idea of punishing a nonentityis an absurdity. Truth demands 
no such effort. 
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man; and if one could secure fifteen years more of conscious 
existence, instead of plunging into the dark region of nothing- 
ness, we should conclude, with Mr. Storrs, that ‘‘ he gained a real 
boon.” (Sec.X0.) But how foolishly mistaken was Paul, to 
entertain, for a moment, the idea of departing from the flesh to 
“be with Christ,’ which he thought would be ‘far better”’ 
than to remain ; for, according to this dogma, he could have lived 
to the present time, enjoying those ecstatic raptures to which he 
was accustomed when he was at a loss to know whether he“was 
‘““in the body or out of the body’ (2 Cor. xii. 2), and then 
_ have been with Christ just as soon as though his departure had 
taken place eighteen hundred years ago. Where is Paul now ? 
Materialism says that there is nothing left of him in the universe 
save a handful of dust somewhere in Hurope: so Paul is not 
with Christ up to the present hour! (Sec. XIII.) 

Reader, can you believe that Christ ever commissioned his 
apostles to teach such doctrine as we have considered in this 
section? How false, as well as absurd, is the idea that the bread 
of life eaten here gives vitality to blank nothingness, so that, 
after ages upon ages have passed away, the righteous will be 
resurrected by it! Jt is also false, glaringly so, that a future 
living existence is conditioned either on faith or character. The 
wicked rich man did not, could not, prevent his future existence ; 
and as for the resurrection, God has taught us, in the most un- 
equivocal language, that both the righteous and the wicked shall 
be raised. See Sections VII. and XXII.; also Section XLVL., 
where Mr. Storrs admits that Matt. xxv. 31-46 refers to the 
resurrection. 


XLVI. —‘‘ When the Son of man shall come in his glory, and 
all the holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon the throne 
of his glory: and before him shall-be gathered all na- 
tions,’ &c. — Matt. xxy. 31, 46. 


That this Scripture teaches the coming of Christ and the 
resurrection of the dead, Mr. Storrs admits. He forms a ques- 
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tion, and answers it as follows: ‘‘ When shall Christ sit upon 
the throne of his glory? (See Matt. xxv. 31). ‘ When the 
Son of man shall come in his glory, and all the holy angels 
with him, tuEN shall he sit upon the throne éf his glory.’ 
Then it is he crowns his followers with life eternal, and not at 
death. . . . It is by a resurrection of the dead that men attain 
the world to come.’? — Watch Tower, p. 35. 

This, then, teaches the resurrection-scene, according to Mr. 
Stoms ; and we suppose he will abide by his own words. This 
portion of God’s word, however, utterly destroys his theory of 
the utter extinction of the wicked at death. Says Mr. Storrs, 
‘** Then it is he crowns his followers with eternal life.” But 
are there not others besides his followers who go to make up 
the vast congregation? Do the righteous only appear there ? 
Christ says that there shall be gathered before him, not his fol- 
lowers alone, but ‘‘ all nations.’’ Now, how can all nations 
be gathered before him in the resurrection, if the departed 
wicked are never to live again? But the wicked, as well as the 
righteous, are there to receive their doom. A separation takes 
place in this resurrected congregation, the righteous being placed 
on the right hand of the Judge, and the wicked on the left 
(ver. 83). 

‘‘Then shall the King say unto them on his right hand, 
Come, ye blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom,” &c. 
(ver. 34). 

‘Then shall he say also unto them on his left hand, Depart 
from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire, prepared for the Devil 
and his angels’’ (ver. 41). ‘¢ And these shall go away into 
everlasting punishment; but the righteous into life eternal”’ 
(ver. 46). (Sec. XXX.) 

The prominent facts in this description are these: Christ 
comes, the dead are raised, and all nations are assembled before 
him as their judge; he separates thein, rewarding the righteous 
with bliss, and dooming the wicked to everlasting punishment. 
The righteous are here and alive. The wicked are here and 
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alive. If this is not so, the whole is a fable. This is not a 
fable, but God’s. truth uttered by his Son. Now, mark: Mr. 
Storrs, as may be seen by the quotation, admits that the coming 
of Christ is here taught, and that ‘‘ he crowns his followers with 
eternal life ;’’ that is, the righteous are raised from the dead, and 
made to live again. But, in the description given by Christ, if 
the righteous live again, do not the wicked also live again? 
If the righteous are rewarded, are not the wicked doomed to 
punishment ? And is there not just as much evidence pre- 
sented in this passage of the living existence of the wicked as 
there is of the living existence of the righteous? There cer- 
tainly is. How any man with a good conscience can admit 
this to be the resurrection-scene, and deny that the wicked will 
live again in the future, we cannot conceive. Let a man keep 
his eye honestly on these words of the world’s Redeemer, and 
he will never be carried away by the monstrous error we con- 
trovert. 


On verse 46, see Sec. XXIII. 


XLVIL. — ‘‘ For yet a little while, and the wicked shall not be: 
yea, thou shalt diligently consider his place, and it shall 
not be. But the meek shall inherit the earth,’ &c. — Psa. 
xxxviin LO; LE, 


‘‘The wicked shall not be.’’ This detached sentence is 
often used to prove annihilationism. This doctrine being true, 
and admitting that the passage refers to the future state, what 
is there here said of the wicked which may not be said of the 
righteous with equal propriety? Do not the righteous die? 
Certainly they do, or they will have no resurrection from the 
dead. What is death, as defined by annihilationists? ‘It is a 
state of non-being.”” So both the righteous and the wicked 
dead are in a state of non-being. In this regard they are pre- 
cisely alike ; for all that remains of them is a little dust, where 
they chanced to fall. They do not exist in any form as men: 
as such they have no being whatever. We may say, then, with 
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truth, ‘“‘ Yet a little while, and the réghteous shall not be.” 
Now, if ‘‘ shall not be’’ proves the annihilation of the wicked, 
it also proves the extinction of the righteous; and thus blank 
nothingness awaits the whole race of man! (Sec. XXIX.) The 
text, like scores of others found in the writings of annihilation- 
ists, refers to physical death, to the non-existence of men in this 
world; determining nothing in regard to the future state of 
man. ‘‘ Those that wait upon the Lord shall inherit the earth ”’ 
(ver. 9). Of the wicked it is said, ‘‘ Thou shalt diligently con- 
sider his place (on the earth), and it shall not be”’ (ver. 10). 
‘But the meek shall inherit the earth’’ (ver. 11). See, also, 
Job vil. 21. ) 

Mr. Annibilationist, when you sit down to write another 
tract, please leave out this sentence, and many others equally 
perverted, which you weave in to make your cause plausible, so 
as to captivate those who have not the ability or industry to 
search the Bible, and ferret out your serpentine windings. 


XLVIUI. — “‘ They shall never see light.’? — Psa. xlix. 19. 


This text is employed by those who deny the resurrection of 
the wicked ; ‘‘shall never see light’’ being considered equiva- 
ent to extinction. But, by the same arbitrary use of certain 
other texts, can we not as clearly prove the extinction of the 
righteous? Let us see. Job, all admit, was a pre-eminently 
good man; yet, speaking of his death, he says, ‘‘ Ine eye shall 
no more see good” (Job vii. 7). But, if Job is raised immor- 
tal, will he not again see good? But it is declared that he shall 
no more see good ; therefore, he will never be raised immortal : 
and death, to righteous Job, is an eternal sleep! Again he says, 
‘«« Are not my days few? cease, then, and let me alone, that I 
may take comfort a little, before I go whence I shall not return, 
even to the land of darkness and the shadow of death ’’ (Job 
x. 20,21). But, if Job is raised immortal, will he not return 
from the land of darkness and shadow of death? Job says he 
shall not return from that land: therefore, he is annihilated ! 
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(Sec. LXXIV.) Now, how shall we interpret those Scriptures, 
which, by an arbitrary rendering, may be arrayed against each 
other? We must compare them with other Scriptures treating 
upon the same subject, and thus determine the sense. Neglect 
this rule, and adopt the definitions of our opponents, of certain 
phrases or words, such as destroy and perish, with their deriva- 
tives, and we may prove most conclusively from such texts as 
TOD Mild) ies Ike. xo20, 21, exxive, Loin Peas essai! 
5, Ixxxviii. 10, and others which might be adduced, that neither 
the righteous nor the wicked will ever have a resurrection, and 
that naught but annihilation awaits all of Adam’s posterity. 
Yea, more: we can prove that a man may be annihilated while 
yet living; for Job says, ‘“‘He (God) hath destroyed me on 
every side, and Jam gone”’ (Job xix. 10) ; or, in other words, 
Job was annihilated while alive! What would be thought of 
the man who should make a selection of such sentences of 
Scripture, and ingeniously arrange them to prove that there is 
no future existence for any of the race? Ue would be con- 
sidered either insane or very dishonest. Yet just such efforts 
abound in the writings of destructionists, to prove their doctrine. 


The Saviour and Paul were both conversant with the text, 


“ They shall never see light ;”’ for they taught out of the Jewish 
Scriptures. Did it teach them that the wicked were never to 
rise from the dead? They drew no such doctrine from it, or 
any other portion of the Old Testament. See John vy. 28, 29, 
Acts xxiv. 15, and other Scriptures; as Matt. xxv. 31, 46, 
2 Thess. i. 6-10, where we are taught most conclusively that all 
the wicked will be alive to be punished at the coming of Christ. 
(Sec. XLVI.) Destructionists seem to look to the Old Testa- 
ment to explain the New; but, as we view it, the New Testa- 
ment is the key to the Old; inasmuch as superior light 
concerning man’s destiny is shed by the gospel (2 Tim. i. 
10). For instance, in the brief history of the creation of man, 
it is not stated in so many words that he was created with a 
soul capable of existing after the body is dead; but, in the 


&, 
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New Testament, Christ has taught this most explicitly (Matt. 
x. 28). And how could we understand the full import of 
the promise to Abraham, ‘‘/n thy seed shall all the nations 
of the earth be blessed’’ (Gen. xxit. 18), were it not for the 
masterly arguments of Paul in Gal. ili, and elsewhere? Who 
would ever receive a hint of the resurrection from ‘‘Z am the 
God of thy father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, 
and the God of Jacob (Kixod. iii. 6), without access to the New 
Testament (Luke xx. 37), where the Saviour applies these 
words to that event? (Sec. II.) We should bring, then, all 
those obscure passages in the Old Testament, which may be 
supposed to teach any thing concerning the future condition of 
man, to the New Testament for an explanation; and there we 
shall find it taught, most positively, that the whole race will be 
raised from the dead. 


XLIX. — “ He, seeing this before, spake of the resurrection 
of Christ, that his soul was not left in hell, neither his flesh 
did see corruption.’’ ‘‘ Kor David ts not ascended into the 
heavens.’’ — Acts ii. 81, 34. 


In his sermon before the Jews, Peter first presents the 
prophecy of David concerning Christ, that his soul was not left 
in hell (Hades, the place of departed spirits), neither did his 
flesh see corruption; making a distinction between soul and 
flesh, or body. He was addressing Jews; and what they would 
understand by a soul in Hades may be seen Sec. XXX. The 
Saviour promised the penitent thief that he should be with him 
in paradise, that is, a place of happiness in Hades; and there the | 
thief and the Saviour met on that day, while the Saviour’s body 
was put into the tomb, and raised before putrefaction took place. 
His soul did not remain in Hades, but was returned to the body ; 
his body having been raised before it saw corruption: and thus 
the prophecy was fulfilled. After this, he ascended to heaven 
with his glorified body (Acts i. 9-11). But David’s soul had 
not left Hades, his body had not been raised: therefore he 
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had not ascended, neither will he till Christ shall come (1 Thess. 
iv. 15-17). Christ’s re-union of soul and body was peculiar to 
himself in regard to time ; he being the first who arose from the 
dead (Acts xxvi. 23), and thus became the first fruit of the 
immortal resurrection. David’s soul is in Hades, and his flesh is 
in the grave; therefore he has not ascended, as his Lord had 
done. All souls are in Hades, —the good in paradise, or bliss,” 
and the bad in torments (Luke xvi. 12-13). (Sec. XXXVI.) 

What Peter teaches is this: Christ is risen, and ascended, 
soul and body, to heaven; his flesh never having seen corrup- 
tion. David has not thus ascended soul and body. His flesh 
has seen corruption, and his soul still remains in Hades: there- 
fore the prophecy (Psa. xvi.) has not reference to David person- 
ally, but exclusively to Christ. So far is Peter’s sermon from 
sustaining materialism, that it actually teaches the compound 
nature of man, by making the common distinction between soul 
and body. Yet, with this upon the face of it, we find ‘‘ Yor 
David is not ascended into the heavens’’ detached, and often 
artfully woven in with other texts, to prove that no soul exists 
separate from the body. 


L. — “‘ And when he had opened the fifth seal, Isaw under.the 
altar the souls of them that were slain for the word of God, 
and for the testimony which they held ; and they cried with 
a loud voice, saying, How long, O Lord, holy and true, dost 
thou not judge and avenge our blood on them that dwell on 
the earth? And white robes were given unto every one of 
them; and tt was said unto them, that they should rest yet 
for a little season, until their fellow-servunts also, and their 
brethren, that should be killed as they were, should be ful- 
Juled.’’ — Rev. vi. 9-11. 


Mr. Storrs inquires, ‘‘ Had these souls any conscious being 
at the time John saw them and heard their cry? So far from it, 
they were not born for several hundred years after John saw 
them.” — Inter. State, p. 13. But what has this to do with 
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the subject ? What matters it whether God showed John, in a 
vision, what then existed, or what would exist in the future, so 
long as he showed him the living souls of those who were dead ? 
But this ‘‘ was a representation of Christians who should be 
persecuted under the papacy, giving utterance to their feelings 
while yet alive.” This assumption to destroy the force of the 
text is contradicted by the fact that John saw them in his vis- 
ion as having been slain, and waiting till their brethren should 
be slain also. Wear the answer to their ery: ‘‘ Rest yet for a 
little season, until their fellow-servants also and their brethren, 
that should be Adled as they were, should be fulfilled ’”’ (ver. 11). 
Mark, too, the distinction between those who were thus crying 
and those ‘‘that dwell on the earth.’ Nothing can be plainer 
than that the doctrine of separate spirits is here taught. 

It may be said that this is a vision, and, therefore, does not 
present literal facts. But is not this vision based upon the fact 
that souls have a conscious existence after death? But the 
scene is symbolical. What then? The pale horse (ver. 8), 
seen as the symbol of great devastation over the world, might. 
be no proof that a real horse was there; yet the use of such a 
symbol pre-supposes the existence of such an animal as a horse. 
So, if these living souls of the dead are used as a symbol of 
persecutions and martyrdoms yet to come, the use of the sym- 
bol pre-supposes the existence of separate souls. Real exist- 
ences in the Scriptures are employed as symbols; and, if there 
had been no such things as souls existing after the death of the 
body, God would not, and, we may say, could not, have presented 
such a view to John. If there were no such things as souls 
after death, there could be no representation of souls after death ; 
for what form or figure would represent that which is devoid 
of existence? View, then, this Scripture as we will, it teaches 
-both the existence and activity of souls after death, and is, there- 
fore, fatal alike to the sleeping theory and materialism. But soul 
means person. Not in this place; for, observe, he saw ‘the 
souls of them that were slain,’’ &c.; not the souls that were 
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slain, &c.; not the persons that were slain, but the souls of the 
persons. 


“LL —“< Rachel, weeping for her children, refused to be com- 
forted for her children, because they were not.’’ —Jer. 
xxxl. 10. 


») 


‘“« They were not.”’ We once listened to a destructionist, who, 
in his attempt to annihilate what he called the ‘ popular theol- 
ogy,” seized upon this fragment of Scripture, and said, ‘‘ The 
ministers of the popular churches will tell you that all children 
that have died are now in existence, and alive with the Saviour. 
But the Bible tells us that Rachel’s children ‘ were not.’ Now, 
~ which will you believe, —God or man?” He waxed eloquent 
upon this theme. But there was one present who inquired, in 
his own mind, at least, what had become of Enoch, that holy 
manof yore? It is said of him, that ‘‘he was not: for the Lord 
took him’? (Gen. v. 24). 

Did he go into a state of non-being? Not exactly. Hear 
Paul upon this: ‘‘ Enoch was translated that he should not see 
death ; and was not found, because God had translated him ” 
(Heb. xi. 5). Enoch, then, did not die; yet ‘“‘he was not.” 
Now, if this expression does not prove the non-being of Enoch, 
then the expression ‘“‘ they were not’’ fails to prove the non- 
being of Rachel’s children. Mothers in our time, who have 
unhesitatingly believed that the souls of their departed little 
ones were happy with the Saviour, have wept because they were 
not, that is, they were not with them in this world. This is 
the sense in which Enoch was nof, as all will see. Rachel did 
no mourn because her children were not anywhere in existence, 
but because they were not with her in the present world, as 
they had been. This is easily understood ; and that system 
must be hard pressed for support which demands of its adherents 
such a perversion of God’s word. Yet just such work does 
materialism demand. Can it be the truth of God? 
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LIT. — ‘‘ Be no more.’’ — Psa. xxxix. 13. 


This sentence we find interwoven with others, to prove anni- 
hilation. The Psalmist prays, ‘‘ Oh! spare me, that I may recover 
strength before I go hence, to be no more.”’ But what goes 
hence, if man is a unit in the sense of destructionists? But, 
on the prinéiple of the soul’s continued existence, there is a real 
departure from the flesh at death (Phil. i. 23). But what goes 
hence, if the soul is but an attribute of the body, and dies with 
it? And then, is it the faith of our opponents that a good man 
like the Psalmist will never exist after death? Some of them 
deny the future existence of the wicked (Sec. I.) ; but do they 
not all assert that the righteous will, by the resurrection, live 
again’? Certainly they do. Then why seize hold of this sen- 
tence, uttered by a good man concerning himself, and use it to 
prove annihilation? A gross perversion, as all must see. With 
such license, any thing can be proved or disproved. Think of 
this, reader, when presented with a tract, designed for your 
enlightenment, by some zealous materialist, artfully crowded 
with Scripture references and detached sentences. The text 
under consideration teaches, that, when a man dies, he will be no 
more on earth, acting among men ; but is no proof whatever that 
he will not exist in the future. If it is, then the righteous are 
annihilated as certainly as the wicked ; for David was a righteous 


man. See Sec. XXIX. 
LILI. — ‘‘ Whosoever, therefore, shall be ashamed of me and of 


my words, in this adulterous and sinful generation, of him 
also shall the Son of man be ashamed when he cometh in the 
glory of his Father with the holy angels.’ — Mark viii. 38 ; 
also, Luke ix. 26. 


There are five comings of Christ taught in the New Testa- 
ment; namely, his first personal advent (John i. 11-14) ; his 
spiritual coming, to comfort and sustain bis followers (John xiv. 
18-23) ; his symbolical coming (Matt. xvi. 28, and xvii. 1-5, 
compare with 2 Pet. i. 16-18); his providential coming, 
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to punish apostate churches (Rev. 11. 5) ; his final and personal 
advent, to raise the dead and judge the world (1 Cor. xv. 238 ; 
Matt. xxv. 81-46; Phil. ii. 20, 21; Actsi. 11). Some, who 
have denied the second personal advent of Christ, have talked 
of Christ’s coming at the destruction of Jerusalem. We have 
looked with some care, but have never found that sort of coming 
in the Scriptures. The Roman army, with its brutal heathen 
soldiers, cannot well be made to represent Christ and his holy 
angels! The text at the head of this teaches the second advent 
of Christ, when he shall come in glory, ‘‘ with his holy angels.”’ 
It is the same coming designated in the last four texts referred 
to. Of whom, then, will he be ashamed when he comes ? Will 
he be ashamed of one of his followers? No; not of the feeblest 
of them. He will not be ashamed of such when he comes to be 
‘* glorified in his saints, and to be admired in all them that 
believe? (2 Thess. i. 10). Of what character, then, is the 
Saviour speaking, when he says, ‘‘ Of him also will I be 
ashamed ’’? He is speaking of those wicked persons who are 
ashamed of him and his words here, including those he addressed 
of that ‘‘ senful generation.’’ Sinners, then, will compose a part 
of the congregation when Christ shall come. This text brands 
with falsehood the theory which annihilates the sinner at death, 
which says he will have no existence beyond this life. In noting 
objections to his doctrine, in his next edition, Mr. Storrs will do 
well to consider this. 


LIV. — “And that servant, which knew his lord’s will, and 
prepared not himself, neither did according to his will, shall 
be beaten with many stripes. But he that knew not, and 
did commit things worthy of stripes, shall be beaten with 
few stripes. For unto whomsoever much is given, of him 
shall be much required.’’ — Luke xii. 47, 48. 


We are told that suffering forms no part of the penalty of sin. - 
(Sec. I.) tis being dead; it is extinetion of being. This 


admits of no diverse degrees of punishment, according to the 
12 
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different degrees of crime. All grades of sinners, from the boy 
who commits a petty theft to the hardened midnight assassin of 
scores of victims, are punished exactly alike, if punishment it 
may be called. We object to this. It is contrary to both reason 
and Scripture, which teach us that some are far greater sinners 
than others, and that justice demands that punishment should be 
graduated according to crime, in a righteous administration. Mr. 
Storrs denies the future-state reference of this text, and says, 
‘** Not a word is said about its being done in another and resur- 
rection state. It seems to be that which befalls professors of re- 
ligion at the time of our Lord’s coming, or at a periol prior to 
that event if it is a general rule.’ ‘‘ Remorse and the stings 
of conscience” are the ‘‘ many stripes” he (the Christian) is 
“beaten with.’’ — Life from the Dead, p. 67. Without tarry- 
ing to refute this exegesis, we ask, What matters it, so far as 
principle is concerned, whether it refers to the future state or 
this? Christ himself has laid this down as a principle of law in 
the administration of God’s government. Mr. Storrs’s theory 
ignores this principle, inasmuch as all violators of God’s law are 
beaten exactly alike, irrespective of their knowing or doing their 
Master’s will ; for all sinners go into nonentity at death, and that 
is their everlasting punishment! What should we think of a 
human government that affixed precisely the same penalty to 
every variety and degree of crime? Some criminals would be 
punished much more, and some much less, than their deserts. 
Would there not be a loud call for reform in such a government ? 
Let it be observed, that there can possibly be no degrees in extinc- 
tion ; and it is denied by Mr. Storrs that the sufferings attendant 
upon death form any part of the penalty. The punishment is 
not suffering, but being dead. But can we conceive of punish- 
ment without consciousness ? Webster defines punishment to be, 
‘‘any pain or suffering inflicted on a person for any crime or 
offence, by the authority to which the offender is subject, either 
by the constitution of God or civil society.”’ This definition is 
recognized by all writers on civil jurisprudence ; and suffering 
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of some kind has ever been associated with punishment, by all 

wClasses of persons, with the exception of such materialists as we 
are combating. They are under the necessity of constructing 
anew definition ; viz., that everlasting punishment is to be ever- 
lastingly dead, and as unconscious as a stone! (Sec. XXIII.) 
Is this Scriptural? If so, then we concede that they are at 
liberty to depart from the common definition, and adopt one in 
harmony with the Bible. But do not the Scriptures, wherever 
they speak in detail, invariably represent punishment as an 
infliction of suffering? Do they, in any form of language what- 
ever, tell the ungodly, suffering man, that, when death shall take 
him in his icy arms, his sufferings will cease forever? Nay: 
they hold out no such comfort to him. They not only portray 
before him fearful sufferings, but also tell him that his agony 
shall be in proportion to the aggravation of his guilt ; that ‘‘ many 
stripes’ shall be the portion of those who fail to a the known 
will of God. (Sec. CIIT.) 

‘* Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites ! fae ye 
devour widows’ houses, and for a pretence make long prayers ; 
therefore ye shall receive ’’— what? Annihilation? No; but— 
‘“‘the greater damnation” (Matt. xxiii. 14). ‘It shall he 
more tolerable for the land of Sodom and Gomorrah in the day 

' of judgment than for that city’ (Matt. x. 15; Matt. xi. 22, 
24; 2 Tim. iv. 14). 

These texts, and others which might be adduced if necessary, 
go to establish the fact of degrees in punishment, and, of course, 
to disprove that sinners of every grade suffer one penalty, 

namely, cessation of being. A continued existence, of the race 

admits of rewarding ‘‘ every man according to his works ;’’ but 
annihilation absolutely forbids it. We find in the Bible the 
wicked and the righteous set over against each other, as it relates 
to their endless existence, and also as it relates to their happi- 
ness and misery (Matt. xxv. 81-46). 

‘The utterances in the Scriptures concerning suffering, as the 
final doom of the ungodly, are varied and abundant. As speci- 
mens, consider the following : — 
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‘* Depart, ye cursed, into everlasting fire prepared for the devil 
and his angels’’ (Matt. xxv. 41). Mr. Storrs admits that the 
scene here is the coming of Christ and the resurrection. (See. 
XLVI.) So the wicked will come up in the resurrection, be 
sent away, and suffer by fire; which flatly contradicts the theory 
we are considering. ? 

‘* Tn hell he lifted up his eyes, being in torments ’’ (Luke xvi. 
23). The Saviour does not say that the rich man died and 
will never live again ; but informs us that he died, was buried, 
yet was alive and tormented. So the wicked are tormented | 
after death. 

‘“‘[ndignation and wrath, tribulation and anguish, upon every 
soul of man that doeth evil; of the Jew first, and also of the 
Gentile’ (Rom. ii. 8, 9). But when shall this take place? 
‘In the day when God shall judge the secrets of men by Jesus | 
Christ ’’ (ver. 16)* As no such judgment of Jews and Gentiles 
has ever taken place, it is yet to come. ‘Thus it is seen, that, 
when Christ shall come as judge, there will be evi)-doers alive 
who shall experience “ tribulation and anguish”’ &c. (Sec. 
LXXXVIL.) 

These Scriptures, and many others which might be named, 
show most clearly that ungodly sinners cannot expect to escape 
misery by death, as Mr. Storrs’s theory promises them. That 
suffering is the punishment of the sinner may be seen by con- 
sulting the following texts, in addition to those we have named : 
Heb. x. 28-31; Matt. viii. 11, 12; Matt. xxii. 13; Matt. 
xxiv. 50, 51; Luke xiii. 24,28; Matt. xviii. 34, 35; Luke 
xii. 8,10; Rom. xiv. 9-11. (See Sec. XLI.) s 

Punishment, as a penalty, is considered an evil, as the Scrip- 
tures abundantly show. very sinner must die, sooner or later ; 
but can it be considered an evil for a miserable, ungodly wretch, 
when he dies, to become extinct ? He ceases at once to live and 
suffer. Many of this class would be joyful in such a belief. 
Talk of brutalized men as dreading annihilation! It is a inis- 
take. We can readily see that the Christian, who has some just 
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conception of the value of his soul, would shudder at the thought 
of annihilation ; but it is not so with wicked, thoughtless men. 
(Sec. LXIX.) 

We are told that endless non-being is endless punishment. 
If this is so, is not limited non-being limited punishment? (Sec. 
XLV.) And then, again, if the wicked have the penalty 
served on them at death, why should not the righteous receive 
their reward at death? Christ represents the righteous and the 
wicked, the former as entering upon their final reward, and the 
latter their punishment, at the same time (Matt. xxv. 31-46), 
and Paul teaches the same (2 Thess. i. 6-10); but the theory 
taught by Christ and Paul differs widely from the one put forth 
by our opponents. Why should the wicked receive what is due 
them immediately, while the righteous are thrown precisely into 
the same state of non-being, and obliged to wait thousands of 
years for their reward? Who does not see that this materialism 
is not of God? ‘The theory is zigzag, and its arguments incon- 
clusive. 

But Mr. Hastings and followers claim a better theory than the 
one under consideration ; teaching, in opposition to it, that the 
wicked will live again at the resurrection, be punished with the 
second death, and that the sufferings in dying that death will be 
severe and protracted; and in this is found the degrees of pun- 
ishment according to crime. (Sec. I.) Yet the writers of this 
class are constantly telling us that death, in the sense of extine- 
tion, is the penalty of sin. But, according to Mr. Hastings, 
the penalty consists both of dying and death. Dying is one 
_thing, and to be dead is quite another thing. Now, if death, in 
the sense of extinction, is the penalty, we contend that Mr. 
Storrs is right in denying that the pains connected with dying 
are a part of the penalty. The foundation blunder lies in view- 
ing death as extinction of being, when threatened as a penalty ; 
whereas, no such meaning is attached to it in the word of God. 
Did we view death thus, we should certainly agree with Mr. 
Storrs, since there is a marked distinction between dying and 
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being dead. Although this class of materialists are ever assert- 
ing that death is the penalty, yet, to escape the absurdity of all 
degrees of crime being punished exactly alike, they are obliged 
to find something besides death to make up the penalty. But, 
in doing this, they are under the necessity of obliterating tne 
distinction between dying and death, making a kind of com- 
pound affair of the penalty, made up of both suffering and ex- 
tinction. And yet their books abound with texts, which, if 
they serve their cause at all, teach the most speedy annihilation 
conceivable. Take that oft-perverted text, Mal. iv. 1: ‘ Be 
hold the day cometh that shall burn as an oven; and all the’ 
proud, yea, all that do wickedly, shall be as stubble, and the 
day shall burn them up,’’? &c. Observe, it is contended that 
this will be literally fulfilled in the punishment of sinners. 
-Take, then, fifty sinners, including all grades, from one offence 
to those of repeated crimes of deepest dye, and throw them 
all into a fire that burns like an oven; and how long would they 
survive? Would any of them remain conscious five min- 
utes? We think not. To show the quickness of extermination, 
it is said that they ‘‘shall be stubble, and the day shall burn 
them up.”’ Now, how long will! stubble exist in a fire that burns 
as an oven? If this is literal, can there possibly be any con- 
ceivable degrees of punishment among “all that do wickedly,” 
in proportion to their crimes? Would any of them survive as 
long as Mr. Hastings says God was punishing Adam with death, 
namely, nine hundred and thirty years? Here are two criminals 
in court. One is a boy who has stolen a penknife. It is his 
first offence. The other is a man, a hardened wretch, who is 
guilty of repeated acts of murder in the first degree. The 
judge sentences them both to be thrown into ‘‘a fire that burns 
as an oven,’ to be burned up. What would be thought of 
such a sentence, and the law that would sanction it? Could the 
people be made to see that there was any equtty in the punish- 
ment? Would they not cry out against its injustice, saying that 
there was a world-wide difference in the crimes, while they were 
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punished exactly alike? Most assuredly they would, if any 
sense of justice remained in them. ‘There is no Scripture 
quoted more by annihilationists than this. We have heard it 
quoted by their speakers with a kind of savage triumph, show- 
ing how God would exterminate all sinners by burning them up 
‘‘in the day that cometh;”’ and that they expected to dwell on 
the purified earth, treading the ashes of the wicked under their 
feet. (Sec. XXVIII.) 

Mr. Blain quotes as follows, to prove the process of annihilat- 
ing sinners: ‘‘ The destruction of the transgressors and sinners 
shall be together’ (Isa. 1.28). And he also quotes, ‘‘ He will 
burn up the chaff with unquenchable fire’ (Matt. 1.12). — 
Death and Life, p. 19. Now, if sinners are to be destroyed 
together, and if they are to be burned as chaff, we ask, How 
long will chaff endure the flames? Will it endure nine hundred 
and thirty years, —as long, according to Mr. Hastings, as Adam 
was dying? The truth is, the arguments they are obliged to make 
to sustain their views make the annihilation process altogether 
too rapid to admit of any graduation of punishment to meet the 
different degrees of crime ; for, while Mr. Hastings and others talk 
about degrees of punishment, and profess dissent from Mr. Storrs 
upon this point, they practically deny all degrees themselves by 
quoting with great volubility those Scriptures, which, if they do 
any thing for their cause, prove that the wicked will be annihi- 
lated not only quickly but simultaneously. If they hold to de- 
grees of punishment proportionate to the degrees of crime, con- 
sistency demands that they should cease quoting such Scriptures. 
Should they cease to pervert those Scriptures which have a mere 
jingle of sound in their favor, they would, in so doing, throw 
aside their most efficient weapons in their warfare with the army 
of the living God. 

Admit the fact that the term death, when used in the sense 
of penalty, is not extinction, but denotes the alienated and 
wretched condition of the conscious sinner (Sec. III.), and the 
divine law is rendered definite and clear: otherwise it is made 
indefinite and confused. 
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That unrepentant sinners will be punished by suffering accord- 
ing to their crimes, is a fundamental principle of the divine goy- 
ernment, and in keeping with both reason and the word of God. 
This we have briefly shown in this section. But annihilationism 
contradicts this, and says that they are not punished according 
to their diversified crimes, but that all are punished alike, as 
chaff, burning all together; or, if of the Storrs stamp, it says 
that all sinners are to be punished with simple non-being, which 
is, in fact, denying all punishment in the proper sense, as we can- 
not predicate punishment of a nonentity. All are horribly pun- 
ished, but nobody knows or feels it! 


LV.— ‘We know that we have passed from death unto 
life.” —1 John it. 14. 


Among the varied forms of expression to represent the pres- 
ent condition as well as the future destiny of man, life and 
death are the most prominent. What is the meaning of these 
terms in the Scriptures? Does death mean annihilation? The 
word is never used in this sense in the Bible. That class of 
annihilationists who admit the resurrection of all men will not 
contend, that, in physical death, the physical man is annihilated ; 
for, if so, then there can be no resurrection. Paul, showing the 
necessity of physical death in order to a resurrection, says, 
‘“‘Thou fool! that which thou sowest is not quickened, except 7 
die’? (1 Cor. xv. 86) ; and the Saviour says, ‘‘ Except a corn 
of wheat fall into the ground and die, it abideth alone ; but ¢f vz 
die, it bringing forth much fruit”? (John xii. 24). In germina- 
tion, is wheat annihilated ? No, it only des. There is merely 
a change, while its properties remain. We remark, too, that 
physical death is not the penalty of sin ; for this death the right- 
eous as well as the wicked die. This was not the death threat- 
ened when God said, ‘‘ In the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt 
surely die’ (Gen. ii. 17). God did not say to Adam, ‘‘ In the 
day thou eatest thereof thou shalt begin to die, and thou shalt 
be hundreds of years in dying, and go into non-existence for 
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five or six thousands of years, and then thou shalt be raised 
from the dead, and killed over again in a second death.”’ This, 

in brief, is the creed of a class of materialists upon this point. 

But what death is meant? We answer, spiritual. But ‘the 
phrase spiritual death is not in the Bible.’ That this exact 
language is not in the Bible is admitted ; but that the doctrine 
is there we have abundantly shown in these pages (Sec. IIT.) ; 
and as for challenging a mode of expression, it is not honest on 
the part of our opponents, since they are as much addicted as any 
to the use of phrases not found in the Bible to teach their doc- 
trines. (Sec. LXXVI.) Death is not annihilation. Even 
physical death is one thing, and decay, or dissolution, is quite an-_ 
other thing. A man is killed instantly by lightning. His 
physical parts all remain ; but death has occurred. And even the 

decay which follows is not extinction: for matter is not annibi- 
lated ; it only changes its form. Death, in its lowest significa- 
tion, does not mean annihilation. ‘This may be seen by what 

the Saviour and Paul, as just quoted, say concerning grain. The 
grain dzes and lives at the same time; retaining its life and 

vitality, and producing other grain. The Saviour also clearly 
teaches our view, and sanctions the common phraseology of 

evangelical Christians, when he asserts (Luke xvi.) that Laza- 
rus died, and was carried by angels to Abraham’s bosom ; and 
that the rich man died, and in hell he lifted up his eyes, being in 
torments. Here we see that Lazarus and the rich man both 

died, and yet they were both alive. Now, it matters not, as to 
our argument, whether this be a narrative or a parable ; for the 

language employed shows that the term death, when applied to 
man, does not mean annihilation, or even suspension of con- 
sciousness. This language of the Saviour teaches that man is a 
compound being, and that, while his body is dead, his soul is alive 
and conscious. Materialism attaches to the term death a mean- 
ing wholly foreign to this. Inculcating Mr. Storrs’s notions, 

the Saviour would have said, The rich man, being wicked, died ; 
and his death was his annihilation : Lazarus, being good, died, 
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or was temporarily suspended, and will so remain until the res- 
urrection from suspension! (Sec. VIL.) .Teaching the ideas 
of the other wing of the materialists, the Saviour would have 
said, Phe rich man and Lazarus both died. They are both in a 
state of non-being, and will so remain for thousands of years: 
after which they will both be raised, —the rich man to die again 
in the second death, which is annihilation; and Lazarus will be 
rewarded with eternal life, and dwell upon the purified earth 
forever, treading the ashes of the wicked under his feet. How 
different from the Saviour’s representation are both of these 
opinions ! 

Here we assert with confidence, that there is not an instance 
in the Scriptures where the word death means the loss of con- 
scious existence, when applied to human beings. In spiritual 
death, the sinner is conscious. Physical death, as the Saviour 
has shown, does not destroy consciousness. Aside from the 
plain testimony of the Bible, which establishes the endless con- 
sciousness of the sinner, we conclude, that, if a sinner is capable 
of suffering death while alive in his probationary state here, by 
parity of reason he may live endlessly in a state of death involyv- 
ing suffering. That he will do so is evident from the word of 
God, which clearly teaches the endless punishment of the un- 
godly. (Sec. XXIII.) 

As to the term Wife, it is often used in the sense of mere 
existence, as in the following: ‘‘ The breath of the Almighty 
hath given me life’”’ (Job xxxiii. 4). ‘* Let the waters bring 
forth abundantly the moving creature that hath life’? (Gen. 1. 
20); ‘God did send you before me to preserve life”? (Gen. 
xiv. 5); ‘‘The time past of our life may suffice us,” &c. 
(1 Pet. iv. 3); ‘‘ Take no thought for your Wife,” &c. (Matt. 
vi. 25). “This life, or existence, is common to all, irrespective 
of character. There is another sense, denoting more than mere 
being, in which the term life is used in common parlance. It 
is ued in the sense of success, enjoyment, and prosperity. 
We say, ‘‘ That man lives,”’ that is, he enjoys; ‘‘ That man is a 
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live man,” that is, an earnest and an efficient man. Paul says, 
“For now we five, if ye stand fast in the Lord’’ (1 Thess. 
ii. 8). Not that we exist merely, but we are made happy by 
your steadfastness. All recognize the difference between mere 
being and living. The poet brings it out in the following lines, 
which all covetous rich men would do well to consider : — 


>. 


“ That man may breathe, but never lives, 
Who much receives, but nothing gives : 
Creation’s blot, creation’s blank, 
Whom none can love, whom none can thank.” 


But the term life, sometimes called ‘‘ eternal life ’’ when 
employed to denote the spiritual condition of man and also as 
a promise to faithful believers, includes far more than simple 
existence, or the joys and successes of worldly enterprise. It 
includes the possession of all those rich qualifications which are 
bestowed upon the saints of God here, and the consummation of 
this present heavenly state, which takes place at the resurrection, 
brought out by the apostle in these words: ‘‘ Glory, honor, and _ 
emmortality.’’ In the sense of the dictionaries, the sinner is 
immortal; he having an existence without end: but, in the 
sense of the use of the term ¢emmortality in the Bible, no im- 
penitent sinner will have it. It is only promised to the per- 
severing believer (Rom. ii. 7; John xi. 26): hence it is to 
be sought for. The immortality of the Bible is something 
greater and more glorious than mere existence, or than even the 
spiritual life of the believer, here or hereafter, till the resurrec- 
tion. Man is not perfected, as a being, till that event. (Sec. 
XXXI.) Then this ‘vile body ”’ will be changed, that it may 
be ‘‘ fashioned like unto his (Christ’s) glorious body ;”’ and, thus 
rendered immortal, will no more be a tabernacle to be taken 
down, but becomes the endless residence of the pure soul which 
formerly inhabited it in its mortal state. (Sec. LX.) 

It-has been said, that the sinner is nowhere in the Bible 
threatened with endless existence. That he is not, in so many 
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words, we admit ; and why should he be, when he is threatened 
with endless punishment, which, of course, implies endless 
existence ? Why will men quibble in this way? (Sec. XXIII.) 

Speaking of the future life of the wicked, Mr. Storrs says, 
‘So far as Moses taught the people, there is not a solitary 
threatening of revival from death at all.’’ —Z. from the Dead, 
p. 18. Stand aside, Mr. Storrs; for you have hoisted a flood- 
gate which will wash away your own foundation.. Where will 
you find a resurrection promised exclusively to the righteous in 
any of the five books of Moses? We answer, without fear of 
refutation, that it cannot be found. No man would ever find a 
promise of a resurrection to the righteous, any sooner than he 
would find a ‘‘threatening’’ of the resurrection of the wicked. 
So, not only is the ‘revival,’ as Mr. Storrs terms it, of the 
wicked disproved, but of the righteous also; and thus his 
doctrine of the exclusive resurrection of the righteous is de- 
stroyed by his own argument. Is it said that the Saviour, in 
his controversy with the Sadducees concerning the resurrection 
(Luke xx.), quotes Exod. ii. 6% Very true. But will any 
pretend to say that the Saviour quoted the declaration, ‘‘ I am 
the God of thy father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, 
and the God of Jacob,”’ as a promise, exclusively to the right- 
eous, of a resurrection from the dead? Shut out other Scrip- 
tures, and who among us at this day would ever see the resur- 
rection of any of the race, as taught by Christ and Paul, in 
these words? This reference to the Saviour’s words takes us 
away from Moses, and brings us to the New Testament; and 
here we find it most explicitly taught by the Saviour and Paul, 
that not merely a part, but that auxi will be raised from the 
dead (John v. 28, 29; Acts xxiv. 15). (See Sections VIL. 
and XXII.) 

Physical death is the separation of the soul from the body ; 
or, rather, this separation is caused by death. This is called a 
departure from the body (Phil. i. 20, 23; 2 Tim. iv. 6) ; also 
a dissolving of the tabernacle, and an absence from the body 
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(2 Cor v. 1,9; 2 Pet. i. 18-15). Thus the soul leaves the 
tabernacle, not being a mere attribute, but a distinct entity 
which survives the body (Matt. x. 28; Hecl. vii. 12). 

There is another death which exists in connection with phys- 
ical life in this world. This we have called spiritual death. 
It is a condition of sin and wretchedness. % He that loveth not 
his brother abideth in death”? (1 John ii. 14). ‘To be 
carnally minded is death’’ (Rom. viii. 6). ‘‘ Such are alienated 
from the life of God’’ (Eph. iv. 18). The union between 
God and the soul is severed, the true source of happiness is 
gone, and the sinner is spiritually dead while he is physically 
alive ; or, as the apostle says of a wicked woman, she ‘‘ 7s dead 
while she liveth”’ (1 Tim. v.6). Physical death is the nega- 
tion of physical life, and is endless in its nature. The body, 
once dead, would never live again of itself; hence the miracle 
of the resurrection is necessary, in order to its second life. So, 
spiritual death is the negation of spiritual life; and the spirit- 
ually dead would always so remain, were it not for the spiritual 
resurrection (John v. 20; Hph. i. 1), by which they are 
made alive, regaining ‘‘ the life of God,’’ which they had lost ; 
hence, says John, ‘‘ We know that we have passed from death 
unto life’’ (1 John, ii. 14). But, observe: this spiritual life 
is not immortality. It is not immortality in the low sense, 
that is, in the sense of lexicographers ; as the soul would exist 
without this life. It is not immortality in the high or scriptural 
sense ; for that is not bestowed till the resurrection, ‘‘ when this 
mortal shall put on immortality’? (1 Cor. xv. 54). As 
great as may be the joys of believers here, or in the interme- 
diate place of souls, the joys of the immortality conferred at the 
resurrection will far exceed them. ~ 

Although this spiritual life may be lost in this state of proba- 
tion, yet this life, or union with God, will exist forever in the 
faithful follower of Christ ; for ‘‘If any man keep my sayings, 
he shall never see death.’ (John viii. 51). (Sec. XXXV.) 
When physical death occurs, the spiritual death of the sinner 
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and the spiritual life of the faithful believer continue ; as their 
respective souls leave their bodies, and go into Hades, or the 
place of departed spirits. Lazarus and the rich man both were 
physically dead and buried, yet they were alive; the latter in 
torments, the former comforted in Abraham’s bosom. (Sec. 
XXXVI.) This intermediate place of the holy soul may be 
called heaven ; for believers, even in this world, with all their 
toils and trials, are ‘‘in heavenly places” (Eph. ii. 6). But 
in order to the full fruition, the perfection of bliss, there must 
be, at the end of time, a resurrection of all men (Acts. xxiv. 
15), an assemblage before Christ the Judge, when the formal, ~ 
final, and endless condemnation shall be passed upon the sinner, 
and the Christian receive that far more exceeding and eternal 
weight of glory, that crown of glory ‘‘ laid up,” which all who 
love him shall receive at the hand of Christ in that day (2 Tim. 
iv. 8). Christ is with the believer now; and, when he departs 
from the body, Christ will be with him in the intermediate. place 
(Phil. i. 23) ; but he will not occupy that mansion in'the heaven 
of heavens, which Christ has gone to prepare for him, until he 
shall come again bodily, and receive him unto himself (John 
xiv. 3); so that the Christian’s ‘‘ vile body,’’ by being raised 
immortal and pure, shall not only be the fit habitation of his 
pure soul, but also be fashioned like unto Christ’s glorified 
body, and thus be qualified to dwell in his personal presence 
forever (1 Thess. iv. 17). It is to this perfection that the 
apostle refers when speaking of ancient worthies who had died, 
but had not received the promise: ‘‘ God having promised some 
better things for us, that they without us should not be made 
perfect’’ (Heb. xi. 39, 40). That is, the former saints, with 
the latter are all to be raised immortal, and start on their glori- 
fied career together. As we have seen, Christians have been 
raised from the death of sin to a life of holiness; but the grand 
event connected with the second advent is the ‘‘ better resur- 
rection (Heb. xi. 85) to which they aspire. All, as before 
stated, are, in common language, immortal now; for both the 
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righteous and the wicked will exist and be conscious forever. 
But immortality, in the high sense, is something far more glori- 
ous than mere existence, or even the bliss of saints prior to the 
resurrection. One says, speaking of Paul’s words (Rom. ii. 7), 
«Glory, honor, and immortality.’’ ‘* The three words used here 
-denote the happiness of the heavenly world. . . . The expres- 
sions are cumulative ; or, they are designed to express the hap- 
piness of heaven in the brightest possible degree.’’ — Barnes. 
This immortality pertains only to that state when soul and 
body are re-united, and soul and body are glorified together. 
This seems to us the correct view, and well fortified by the word 
of God. ) 

On the other hand, the wicked, in the intermediate state, al- 
though in torments, do not experience all that accumulation of 
shame and everlasting contempt (Dan. xii. 21; John v. 28-29) 
that they will after their resurrection, judgment, and ‘sentence 
from Christ, who shall say, ‘‘ Depart, ye cursed, into everlasting 
fire prepared for the devil and his angels”? (Matt. xxv. 41). 

This view of exaltation and glory of saints, when Christ shall 
come from heaven, and ‘‘change our vile body,” that it may 
be ‘‘ fashioned like unto his glorious body,’’ makes the resurrec- 
tion an event of great importance to the Christian. 

In considering this subject, we have seen, that while the word 
life is used in the Bible to denote mere existence, and also in the 
sense of earnestness and happiness arising from success and be- 
nevolence, it means something more than all these when prom- 
ised to the Christian as a reward for his fidelity to God ; and also 
that death, when threatened as a penalty, is not extinction, but 
conscious suffering. 

The question which is often put by our opponents, and con- 
tains, as they conclude, a great amount of argument, is this : 
“Tf the righteous and wicked, at death, both continue to exist,’ 
one in bliss and the other in misery, what need is there of a 
judgment to sentence them over again?’’? See an answer in 
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LVI. — ‘‘And to you who are troubled rest with us, when the 
Lord Jesus shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty 
angels, In flaming fire taking vengeance on them that 
know not God, and that obey not the gospel of our Lord 
Jesus Christ: Who shall be punished with everlasting de- 
struction from the presence of the Lord, and from the glory 
of his power; When he shall come to be glorified in his 
saints, and to be admired in all them that believe.’’? — 
2 Thess. i. 7-10. ‘ 

This passage declares the second advent of Christ, when he 
shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels, — the 
place to which he ascended after his resurrection (Acts i. 11 ; 
John xiv. 3), ‘‘ When he shall come to be glorified in his saints,» 
and to be admired in all them that believe.’’ But will there 
be any living at this time but saints? Yes; for he shall take 
‘* vengeance on them who know not God, and that obey not the 
gospel, . . . who shall be punished with everlasting destruc- 
tion,’ &c. How does this representation comport with the idea 
that the wicked become extinct at death? Is the Saviour to 
take vengeance on and punish with destruction nonentities, when 
he shall come with his angels? Mr. Storrs has, in his book, 
noticed some Scripture objections to his views, but we do not 
find this among them. We think it is worthy of his attention. 
Paul is describing the same event that the Saviour describes in 
Matt. xxv. 31-46, as may be clearly seen by comparison. 
Christ comes with his mighty angels, and not only are the saints 
alive, but the wicked are alive also, and are now to receive their 
final doom by being punished with everlasting destruction. 
What Mr. Storrs would do with this text, if he should give atten- 
tion to it, we cannot conceive, unless he would lteralize one-half 
of it, and jfigurize the other, and then cast the whole into Hae- 
kiel’s valley of dry bones, as he has John v. 28, 29. (Sec. XXII). 
But do what he would, the text remains a standing refutation 
of his doctrine that the wicked become extinct at death. On 
the word ‘‘ destruction,’ see Sec. XX VI. 
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LVII.—‘‘And many of them that sleep in the dust of the 
earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to 
shame and everlasting contempt.” — Dan. xii. 2. 

Mr. Storrs says, ‘‘ This text may as truly be urged in favor 
of the everlasting waking state of the wicked, as of their wak- 
ing at all.’’ In this he is correct ; and his brethren of the other 
wing of materialism should take notice. But. he further says, 
‘We are persuaded that a literal translation of the original 
excludes the wicked from the waking altogether.’’ — Life from 
the Dead, p. 38. He then quotes Prof. Whiting, to show that 
the word ‘‘ some,’ twice used in the text, should be rendered 
these and those. Well, what is gained to, his cause by this? 
Must the righteous only be raised, and the wicked remain in 
their graves, because these words may be so rendered? . We 
have apples before us, and say toa friend, ‘ These are sweet, and 
those are sour.’ Is not this a common and intelligent way of 
speaking, when both kindsare in view? Must it follow that the 
latter kind must be out of the room, or away out of sight, 
because we say those? Does it follow that the wicked remain in 
their graves because the word ¢hose is used ? Twoclasses will come 
up in the resurrection (Acts xxiv. 15), and the Judge will sepa- 
rate them (Matt. xxv. 32). Now, let us read the text with the 
two words some changed to these and those. ‘‘ Many of them 
that sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, these to everlast- 
ing life, and those to shame and everlasting contempt.’’ We 
ask again, does the last member of this text teach the non-resur- 
rection of the wicked because the word those is used? No one 
would so understand it. These refers to one class of the raised, 
and those to the other ; so just nothing is gained to our oppo- 
nents by the change of the words. 

But, on the word many, Prof. Bush is called in to show that 
it does not mean the whole, and therefore the wicked will not 
come from the grave. Seeing the name of Prof. Bush revives 
recollections of twenty-seven years ago, when he was travelling 


the country, combating the Miller delusion. Mr. Storrs, at that 
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time, was just as positive that Christ was coming at a specified _ 
time, as he now is that man has no distinct entity called the 
soul, and that the wicked will never be raised from the dead. 
He exhibited the same assurance and skill in the use of the 
Seriptures to teach that false doctrine, that he now does in 
teaching his present errors. (Sec. LXXXIX.) Is hea safe 
leader? Prof. Bush, in his warfare with Millerism, ran into 
other errors equally absurd; thus raising one devil to allay 
another, which never advances the cause of truth and righteous- 
ness. In combating Millerism, he got befogged himself, denied 
the literal resurrection of any of the race, and even denied that 
Christ’s body was. raised from the dead; and finally, in his 
gyrations, plunged into the quagmire of Swedenborgianism ! 
Now Mr. Storrs calls upon him to aid him in his heresy concern- 
ing the resurrection of the wicked. He can obtain help from 
him equally forcible against any resurrection whatever. ‘“‘ A 
hopeful leader !”’ says one. 

But does the word many, in the text, preclude the resurrection 
of the wicked? We answer, No. It is a clear perversion to so 
interpret it. We submit the following : — 

1. It will not be contended by our opponents, that, by the 
word many is meant a part of both classes, but that it includes 
only the righteous. But the text plainly declares that some that 
sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake ‘‘ to shame and ever- 
lasting contempt.” By these are meant the wicked, as all must | 
admit. Now, if by awake is meant the coming-forth of the 
righteous in the resurrection, then, as it is said of the wicked 
also, that they shall awake, they, too, will come forth in the 
resurrection : and thus it is seen that the word many means all ; 
and Mr. Storrs’s doctrine stands condemned by this Scripture. 

2. Is there Scripture usage to warrant this comprehensive 
use of the term many? There is. Speaking of Messiah, the 
prophet says, ‘‘So shall he sprinkle many nations’ (Isa. In. 
15). Does this mean that the purifying influence of his gospel 
shall extend to only a part of the nations, because the word many 
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is used? By no means ; for in his ‘‘ seed shall all the nations 
of the earth be blessed’ (Gen. xxii. 18); showing that the word 
many means the whole. ‘‘ And gave his life a ransom for 
many’ (Matt. xx. 28). Does the word many here indicate 
that Christ ransomed but a part of mankind? Hear the 
apostle concerning this: ‘‘ Who gave himself a ransom for all”’ 
(1 Tim. ii. 6). Again: ‘‘ Thisis my blood of the new testament, 
which is shed for many (or the many, Greek) for the remission 
of sins’”’ (Matt. xxvi. 28). Paul says, ‘‘ He, by the grace of 
God, should taste death for every man’’ (Heb. 11.9). Thus we 
see that the many for whom Christ died are all men, every man. 
We might give other specimens of the same use of this term ; 
but enough is given to establish our point, showing that the 
word many is used when the whole is meant. The true render- 
ing of the text is this: ‘‘ Zhe many that sleep in the dust of the 
earth shall awake,’’ &c. 

3. All will admit that the Saviour understood the Jewish pre- 
‘dictions ; and, from the similarity of language and sentiment,*he 
doubtless had his mind’s eye upon this very passage when he uttered 
the following: ‘‘ For the hour is coming, in the which all that are 
in the graves shall hear his voice, and shall come forth : they that 
have done good, unto the resurrection of life ; and they that have 
done evil, unto the resurrection of damnation”’ (John y. 28, 29). 
(Sec. XXII.) We have it, then, from the Great Teacher, most 
explicitly, that anu that are in the graves shall come forth. This, 
together with the other considerations we have presented, 
determines the sense of Daniel’s words to mean the resurrec- 
tion of all the race, which overthrows, with a crash, the system 
which denies the resurrection of the wicked. 

Mark the antithesis, ‘‘some to everlasting life ;”’ i.e., to the 
immortality named in 1 Cor. 15-54, ‘‘and some to shame and 
everlasting contempt ;’’ teaching not merely public disgrace, but 
personal suffering after they come from the dust of the earth, 
answering to ‘‘the resurrection of life” and ‘‘'the resurrection 
of damnation’ named by the Saviour. 
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LVIII. — “Who shall separate us from the love of Christ? 
Shall tribulation, or distress, or persecution, or famine, or 
nakedness, or pertl, or sword? For Lam persuaded, that 
neither death, nor life, nor angels, nr principalities, nor 

* powers, nor things present, nor things to come, nor height, 
nor depth, nor any other creature, shall be able to separate 
us from the love of God, which is in Christ Jesus our 
Lord.’ — Rom. viii. 35, 38, 39. 

Death, then, does not separate the Christian from the love of 

’ God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord; and why? Because 

death does not destroy his identity and his moral nature ; and 

consciousness survives the dissolution of the body. But what 
is man, according to our materialists? He is living, organized 
dust, and nothing more. What is the soul? It is the same 
living, organized dust. Some, however, say that it is an attribute 
of the living dust; but all agree that it dies with the body. 

(Sec. I.) What is death? It is a state of non-being: man, 

as such, is thrown out of existence by it. Nothing remains 

after death but the disorganized dust of which his body was 
composed ; and, of course, the man which God pronounced 

‘very good’? (Gen. i. 31) does not anywhere exist; conse- 

quently, there is no such being as man for God to love. Now, 

if it is true that death does thus blot out the existence of man, — 
then it follows that death does separate the Christian from the 
love of God, inasmuch as God cannot love that which does not 
exist. There are some things God himself cannot do. He 
cannot lie, he cannot deny himself, and he cannot love that which 
has no being. We do not talk of God’s loving the brutes or 
inanimate nature ; neither does the Bible. God loves intelligent 
moral beings. But death, according to this theory, sends the 
man into non-being, blotting out both bis intellectual and moral 
nature, leaving nothing but his physical parts. The gases and 
fluids, which are component parts, soon escape, and nothing but 
dust remains. Now, as intelligent moral beings are the only 
objects of God’s love, and as death causes these to cease to be, 
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therefore righteous Abel, Abraham, Moses, the prophets and 
apostles, and the millions of holy men in all ages of the past 
who have died, have ceased to be objects of God’s love; for as 
men, as intelligent and moral beings, they exist nowhere in the 
universe. ‘This being so, death has separated them from the 
love of God ; and thus the apostle is plainly contradicted by this 
false theory. God not only loves the Christian, but the Chris- 
tian loves him. Their love is reciprocal. But death comes, and 
causes both to cease. He completely breaks up the union between 
God and the sanctified heart, throwing his dark pall over the 
intellectual and religious nature of man, by striking him into 
non-being for thousands of years! (Sec. XLV.) Mark the 
different forms of strong expression in the texts to show the utter 
impossibility of such a separation in the case of the faithful 
Christian. But impudent annihilationism stands up in the face 
of all this, and says, ‘‘ Death shall separate the love of God 
from every such soul’?! The Psalmist, it would seem, knew 
nothing of this; for he says, speaking of death, ‘‘ My flesh and 
my heart faileth ; but God is the strength of my heart, and my 
portion FoREVER’’ (Psa. Ixxii. 26). He seems not to have 
understood, that, when his physical nature should fail, he would 
have no moral or intellectual nature whatever to receive or appre- 
ciate God as his portion. He little thought, that, when his heart 
should cease to beat, God would cease to be his strength and 
portion, and have no more to do with him for thousands of years 
than he would with a senseless stone. Such is the doctrine of 
materialism. Is it from above, or from beneath ? 

The Saviour, in refuting the annihilationists of his day, said, 
‘For he (God) is not the God of the dead, but of the living ”’ 
(Luke xx. 38) ; as if he had said, If the Patriarchs who died in 
former ages are extinct, if they have no conscious being, then 
God is not their God ; for he cannot be the God of those who 
have no existence. Abraham, [saac, and Jacob, though ages 
have elapsed since they were thrown into their graves by physical 
death, are still alive ; and, therefore, God is their God. But 
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if they are not alive, as you Sadducees teach, then he is not 
their God: for he is not the God of the dead, but of the living ; 
for he cannot be the God of nonentities. If Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob are dead, soul and body, he cannot be their God, as 
he cannot be‘the God of those who have no life. This argu- 
ment is just as forcible in its application to our modern material- 
ists, as it was to their ancient brethren, the Sadducees. Further- 
more, if he cannot be the God of those who have ceased to 
exist, for the same reason he cannot love those who are dead in 
the sense of the annihilationists. Death, then, in the sense of 
our opponents, does separate from the love of God. But as 
this is plainly antagonistic to the apostle’s declaration, viz., that 
death is not able to separate believers ‘‘ from the love of God,”’ 
it must be false; and the great and blessed fact is established, 
that the ‘fétthepul believer continues united with God FOREVER. 
(Sec. LXX XIX.) 


LIX. — “Jf ye, then, be risen with Christ, seek those things 
which are above, where Christ sitteth on the right hand of 
God. Set your affection on things above, not on things on 
the earth. or ye are dead, and your life is hid with Christ 
in God. When Christ, who is our life, shall appear, then 
shall ye also appear with him in glory. Mortify, therefore, 
your members which are upon the earth,’’ &c.— Col. iii 
1-5. 


A part of verse 8, together with the fourth verse, we often 
find quoted by destructionists, to teach that the life of the 
believer, during the dark and long period of nothingness between 
his death and the resurrection, is in some way deposited with 
Christ. Having recourse to the context, as we always should 
where there is a connection, we shall find that the apostle is 
addressing those who are ‘‘ risen with Christ,’ — a spiritual res- 
uirection, which takes place in this life, as in John v. 25 and 
Eph. ii. 1. They were to set their ‘‘affection on things 
above.’ They were also ‘‘ dead ;’’ that is ‘“‘ dead to sin,’’ as in 
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Rom. vi. 2-11. This death was not spiritual death, for they 
were Christians: it was not physical death; for that, in their 
case, had not occurred. Now, the apostle says to such living 
persons, who were dead to sin, ‘‘ Your life is hid with Christ in 
God ;’’ that is, it is now hid, &c. All that is here said is pre- 
dicated of a death to sin and a life unto God in this world, and 
is simply expressive of the spiritual union existing between the 
saved soul and God the Father and Christ ; for the Saviour says, 
“Tf a man love me, he will keep my words: and my Father 
will love him, and we will come unto him and make our abode 
with him” (John xiv. 25). To the faithful soul, this union is 
without interruption and endless; for ‘‘7f a man keep my 
saying, he shall never see death’’ (John vil. 51). Hence, the 
apostle says of such, they ‘‘ shall appear with him (Christ) in 
glory.”” This is predicated of a continued existence, as all can 
see. But here materialism steps in, and says that the Father and 
Christ will not abide with such as love him, and that the believer 
shall die, soul and body ; and thereby the union shall be inter- 
rupted for ages. And yet the advocates of this doctrine, after 
telling us with great positiveness that there is nothing left of a 
man when dead but dust, are wont to quote, ‘‘ Your life is hid 
with Christ in God,” as if, after all they have said to the con- 
trary, there were really some kind of an entity or substance that 
goes to Christ for his preservation, and exists during the long 
period of nothingness between death. and his second coming. 
(Sec. I.) 

This Scripture is a very precious one to evangelical Chris- 
tians ; for with them there is no long, dark night of nothing- 
ness, but a continuous existence of enjoyment, less, to be sure, 
than that which shall be when Christ shall come personally to 
raise the dead, when the holy soul shall re-inhabit the body, once 
mortal, but now immortal and glorified. (Sec. LV.) But, 
materialism being true, what life is there to be hid with Christ? 
As the man is organized dust, and nothing more, all the life he 
has must die with him. There can be no entity, thing, or sub- 
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stance that leaves the man, and goes to Christ to be deposited 
with him till the resurrection. Fazthful believers are heirs of 
God and joint heirs with Christ all through, from the time they 
are accepted of him till the resurrection, when they shall come 
into full possession of their heavenly estate. Then the saints 
and Christ will be ‘‘ glorified together ’’ (Rom. viii. 17) ; and, 
whatever the mode of their death, or however great their suffer- 
ings, that distinct entity called by the Saviour ‘the soul” 
(Matt. x. 28) has not been killed ; but the union between it 
and the Godhead has been preserved. By examination, the 
reader will see that any use made of this Scripture to sustain 
materialism is. a gross perversion. 


LX. —‘‘ Verily, verily, I say unto you, he that heareth my 
word, and believeth on Him that sent me, hath everlasting 
life, and*shall not come into condemnation, but is passed 
from death unto life.’ — John v. 24. 


Did the Saviour mean to say that what is here affirmed is to 
take place after the resurrection? No one would so understand 
these words, unless perfectly blinded by some false and fondly- 
cherished theory. Yet Mr. Sheldon puts a question and answer 
as follows: ‘‘ Are not Christians said to possess eternal life ? 
and are they not therefore immortal? Answer.—The Chris- 
tian has eternal life in prospect, but not in actual possession.’’? — 
Adventism, p. 14. 

It will not be contended that either the phrase ‘‘ 7m prospect,” 
or its equivalent, is in this text ; nor is there the least hint that 
the Saviour is talking about what shall be after the resurrection. 
It is all predicated of what takes place here. The language 
binds us to this. Look at it. Christ says, ‘‘ He that heareth 
(receiveth) my word, and believeth on him that sent me, HATH ”’ 
(not shall have after the resurrection) ‘‘ everlasting life, and”’ 
such believing one ‘‘ shal not come into condemnation ; but 1s 
passed from death unto life ;”? not shall pass from death unto life 
at the resurrection, but ‘‘1s passed,’’ &c. Thus the Saviour- 
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declares that the believer ow -has in possession what Mr. 
Sheldon says he has only ‘‘in prospect.’ Nothing is more 
clearly taught in the word of God than.that eternal life is the 
present as well as the future portion of the Christian. But 
what is this eternal life? It is not the continuous existence of 
_the body here ; for believers die physically, as well as unbelievers. 
Neither is it the continuous existence of the soul; for the soul 
of the unbeliever will continue in existence as long as that of the 
believer. This eternal life is the highest possible well-being of 
the soul in this state of probation, and also in the future world. 
Adam had this life, being ‘‘ created upright and holy.” He 
__was on probation ; and God said to him, concerning the forbidden 
fruit, ‘‘ In the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely 
die” (Gen. ii. 17). (Sec. HII.) Adam transvressed, and died 
that very day. Now, what death did Adam die on the day that 
he sinned? He was not annihilated, soul or body, on that day ; 
for he lived to propagate his species. Yet he died. It was. 
spiritual death. His union with God was broken, and the bliss 
which consisted in union with God departed. He lost this 
eternal life. Paul, speaking of the wicked, says that they were 
‘alienated from the life of God’ (Kph. iv. 18). This was 
the condition of Adam, and it is the condition of sinners now. 
Christ has come to restore this union with God, to give eternal 
life, which is the highest possible happiness of which the soul is 
capable in its different stages of progress both here and here- 
after. Here it is union with God by faith. The Saviour says, 
‘He that liveth and believeth in me shall never die.” It is 
called ‘‘ eternal life,”’ as it is the same in nature, only differing 
in degree, with that glorious consummation and hope of every 
Christian, when Christ shall come to raise the dead and confer 
immortality, not in the sense of mere existence, but in the full 
and high sense of the term as used in the Scriptures (1 Cor. xv. 
58, 54; Rom. ii. 7), when the deathless and pure soul shall 
re-inhabit the once mortal but now immortal and now glorified 
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We could furnish many Scriptures, with different forms of 
speech employed to teach that eternal life commences in the be- 
liever here. Take the following as a specimen of others: 
“Verily I say unto you, he that believeth on me natu everlast- 
ing life’ (John vi. 47). A present possession, as all must see. 
Again: ‘‘ Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his 
blood, ye have no life in you. Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh 
my blood, hath eternal life. . . . He that eateth my flesh, and 
drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and Tin him”? (John vi. 
03-56). Thus, by feeding on Christ, is the union between him 
and the soul secured, which constitutes the spiritual or eternal 
life enjoyed here. 

The same spiritual state is exhibited in the following: ‘‘ We 
know that we have passed from death unto life, because we love 
the brethren. He that loveth not his brother abideth in death. 
Whosoever hateth his brother is a murderer ; and ye know that 
no murderer hath eternal life abiding in him ’ (1 John ii. 14, 
15). But why talk of its not ab¢ding in the murderer, if none 
have eternal life in possession till the resurrection ? 

More Scriptures might be adduced, equally explicit, if de- 
manded, to show that eternal life is a thing of experience here, 
and not confined to the future. 

But do not the Scriptures present the eternal life of the future 
asa thing to be sought for? They do. We are not to pre- 
sume on the word eternal, thinking that our immortality at the 
resurrection is secure because of its use. Adam, as we have 
seen, had this same life in possession, but by sin exchanged it 
for death. In this state we are on probation ; and this implies a 
possibility of a failure. The Saviour says, ‘‘ If a man keep my 
_ sayings he shall never see death”’ (John viii. 51); implying, 
that, if his teachings are disregarded, we shall see death. The 
eternal life of the future, which is synonymous with immortality, 
is secured by ‘‘ patient continuance in well doing’? (Rom. ii. 7). 
(LV.) We close this’ brief view of a fruitful subject, upon 
which many pages might be written, with the words of an able 
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writer, who says, ‘‘ Inasmuch as tbe biblical representation thus 
clearly presents ‘eternal life’ as a condition or process com- 
mencing in this world, and running on into the next world for- 
ever, but receiving in the other world its consummation and 
glory, so only can we readily and fully explain the fact, that, 
as the minds of the sacred writers dwell on the one or the other 
portion of its progress, their speech will apply chiefly now to the 
present life, now to the world to come : sometimes too, they view 
it as a process or activity of the soul; sometimes as a glorious 
result, and even reward, lying in the future.’’—Dr. S.C. Bartlett. 


LXI.— ‘For that which befalleth the sons of men befalleth 
beasts; even one thing befalleth them: as the one dieth, so 
dieth the other ; yea, they have all one breath ; so that a man 
hath no pre-eminence above a beast: for all is vanity. All 
go unto one place; all are of the dust, and all turn to dust 
again.” — Heel. ii. 19, 20. — 


We have been educated to think that man is, in some respects 
at least, distinguished from and superior to the brute. We have 
read somewhere, that ‘‘ man is distinguished from other animals 
in that he cooks his food, wears artificial clothing, and makes 
bargains.”’ However much we may admire what is called in- 
stinct in other animals, we have gravely:come to the conclusion, 
by force of early training, we suppose, that, in some respects, 
there is quite a difference between a man and a bru‘e. Instinct 
in the brute is stationary. The birds build their nests, and the 
beavers their dams, just the same to-day as they did thousands 
of years ago. Not so with reason. That is progressive. Man 
does not build the same formed house now that he did a thou- 
sand years ago; and he has made a little progress in some other 
directions also. There is beast enough about man, we admit, and 
especially some men; and that all possess a physical nature in 
common with brutes, we cannot deny, however humiliating the 
fact. But then, we are not willing to admit that we are exactly 
on a par with all brutes. We call Mr. Storrs to our aid. Of 
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man, he says, ‘‘ His origin is from the dust, and he is a. living 
creature, or animal: he lives by breathing, as all other animals 
do ; but he is made with a capacity, arising from his superior 
organization, to develop mind above any other animal.” — LZ. 
Jrom the Dead, p. 9. There, now: who will dare to say, after 
this, that man is not a seperior brute, since Mr. Storrs has set 
the matter right ? 

The equality of man and brutes named in the passage has re- 
spect to the death of the body, and nothing more: for ‘‘ as one 
dieth, so dieth the other,” and not that man has absolutely no 
pre-eminence over the beast ; for if on a level with him in every 
respect, then God governs the beast as he does the man (Sec. V.), 
bringing him to judgment by first raising him from the dead, and 
rewarding him according to his works, as he does the superior 
‘““ammal ;’’ or, according to Mr. Storrs’s new-fangled notion, 
first judging him, and then raising him. For this our material- 
ists will not contend ; but they do assert that there remains noth- 
ing more of man after physical death than there does of the 3 
brute, — that they both go into non-being alike: and the text we 
are considering is often produced to sustain this view. But why 
come to such a conclusion from the Scripture? It certainly says 
no such thing; and, lest some should be captivated by the error 
of the materialists, it is added, in verse 21, ‘‘ Who knoweth the 
spirit of man that goeth upward, and the spirit of the beast that 
goeth downward to the earth.’’ Upon this, Dr. A. Clarke, who 
is supposed to have had some knowledge of the Hebrew language, 
remarks that the word ruach, which is used in this and the nine- 
teenth verse, has two significations, — breath and spirit ; and cites 
many passages in proof. He then says the literal translation of the 
text is this: “‘ Who considereth the [ruach] immortal spirit of 
the sons of Adam, which ascendeth? it is from above: and the 
spirit, or breath, of the cattle, which descendeth? it is downward 
unto the earth.’’ — Clarke in loco. 

Here the spirit of the man and the spirit of the beast are so 
distinguished that one destiny is certainly not inferable for both 
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The same inspired writer, speaking of physical death, teaches 
most clearly the compound nature of man when he says, ‘‘ Then 
shall the dust return to the earth as it was; and the spirit [rwach] 
to God who gave it’ (Heel. xii. 7). This, so far as the spirit of 
man is concerned, interprets the twenty-first verse of chapter ii. 
(See See. V., where the labored and glaring perversion of Keel. 
xii. 7 is exposed. ) 


LX. — “I pray God your whole spirit and soul and body 
be preserved blameless,’ & —1 Thess. v. 23. 


Was Paul a materialist ? What should we think, did we hear 
the materialists of our time making such distinctions, in speak- 
ing of man, as the apostle does here, and the Saviour does when 
he says, ‘‘ Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able 
to kill the soul’? (Matt. x. 28)? Some assert that the soul is 
the whole man ; and others that it is an attribute of the living, 
organized dust. (Sec. I.) In either case, the language both of 
Paul and the Saviour seems to be sadly out of joint. In either 
case, when the body is killed the soul is also killed; which flatly 
contradicts the Saviour. (Sec. XXV.) Now, whatever may be 
the difference of opinion in regard to the sense of the word 
spirit in the text, such language as is here used can never be 
harmonized with the idea that man is a unit in the sense of the 
destructionists. It is lamentable to witness the perversions of 
these writers ; and yet it is sometimes amusing to see the shifts to- 
which they are driven to protect their false system. Mr. Z. 
Campbell, on the word spirit, as found in Eccl. xii. 7, presents 
2 specimen of polemical shuffling (Sec. V.) not altogether pecu- 
liar to himself. As another specimen, we present the following 
from Mr. Sheldon. He says, ‘‘ Man possesses the ‘ spirit of life,’ 
or breath of life; not the breath of ar, but the ‘“‘ breath of 
LIFE, — an element that produces life alike in. man and beast, - 
and is manifested long prior to~birth, or before inhaling the 
breath of air: not an entity, but an element. This spirit will 
return to God who gave it ; and ‘ the man without (this) spirit is 
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dead :’ with it we live, without it we die. The spirit that returns 
to God is simply the one that he ‘ gove ;’ and the record says that 
was the ‘breath of trrx,’ or the ‘spirit of life’ (Gen. ii. 7). 
We inhale and exhale the breath of az7 several hundred times 
each hour; but never does the ‘breath of Lirx,’ or ‘ spirst of 
life’ leave us till death ; and, after death, a large amount of aur 
still remains in the lungs; but life is extinct when the ‘ spirit 
of life’ leaves, —an element of life perhaps akin to electricity, 
different from mere air, though it may be one of its ingredients. 
So, while the mental spirit, or mind of man, may die, the spirit 
of life cannot properly be said to die, because it never lived, 
but simply produced life, or caused man and beast to live. An 
element cannot die or live.’”»— Adventism, p. 59. 

Mr. Campbell, in See. V., has exhibited his skill in invent- 
ing several methods to overthrow the idea that the spirit of man 
is an entity returning to God after the death of the body; and 
concludes, at last, that it is ‘‘ the life’’ that returns to God. But 
Mr. Sheldon does not accord with him in any of his methods. 
He denies that the spirit which returns to God ever had any 
life, as is seen above. Reader, you can see most clearly, while 
Mr. Sheldon holds the candle, just what the spirit is that returns 
to God when the dust returns to the earth. It is not the candle 
of the Lord, it is not the candle of the wicked, it is not the 
breath, it is not the never-dying spirit of Christ ; neither is it the 
life. Mr. Campbell dilates on all these ; but none of them meet 
the case, according to Mr. Sheldon. Well, what is it? J ds 
‘an element of life, perhaps akin to electricity, differing from 
mere air, though it may be one of its ingredients”?! There 
is no life connected with it, for ‘‘it never lived.”’ So we see 
that the spirit which returns to God is a dead substance ; just as 
much so as the dust that returns to earth! But where does 
Mr. Sheldon obtain his information ? No such statement is found 
in the Book of God. We need not give time and space to 
expose the violence done to God’s truth by these writers. It 
must be patent to all who read. The extract from Mr. Sheldon 
is designed to confuse rather than to enlighten. ; 


<> 
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LXIUL. — “ Jesus answered and said unto them, Destroy this 
temple, and in three days I will raise tt up. But he spake 
of the temple of his body. When, therefore, he was risen 
Jrom the dead, his disciples remembered that he had said this 
unto them.’’ — John ii. 19, 21, 22. 

Some of the annihilationists deny the Godhead of Christ, and 
hold that he had no personal existence during the three days that 
his body was under the power of death. But, depriving him 
thus of his personality, we ask how he could produce the resur- 
rection of his own body, as he declared he would in this text ? 
Who or what is the Z that would raise up the dead body, if there 
was nothing of him in existence but his dead body? Is it said 
that resurrection power was delegated to him by the Father? 
But how can power be delegated to a nonentity ? If there is no 
living personality in existence, what is there to receive delegated 
power? Delegation implies a living existence and consciousness ; 
but materialism denies that Christ Jesus had any such existence 
during the death of his body. Yet Christ says, ‘‘ Destroy this 
temple (body), and in three days Z will raise it up.’’ Is here 
not a declaration of a distinct personality after the death of the 
body? What will materialists with Unitarian ideas concerning 
Christ do with this text ? We commend it to their careful con- 
sideration. Furthermore, the Saviour, speaking of his life, says, 
‘‘T have power to lay it down, and I have power to take it 
again’ (John x. 18). Now, who is the J that had power to 
take his life again, if the Saviour was in a state of non-being 
while his body was dead ? 

That Christ pre-existed, no believer in his mission can doubt. 
(See John i. 12, 14; iii. 18, 31; viii. 58; xii. 3; xvi. 
28 ; 1 Cor. xv. 47; Heb. 11.14, 16). But, according to this class 
of materialists, there comes a period of three days, when the 
world is left without a Christ. Yes, reader, the world without 
an intercessor for three days ! What sad work this materialism 
makes with the whole work of redemption! What Christian can 
- receive such doctrine ? 
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LXIV. — “And this is the record, that God hath given to us 
eternal life ; and this life is in his Son. He that hath the 
Son hath life ; and he that hath not the Son of God hath 
not life.’? —1 John v. 11, 12. 

A while since, we read a short essay on materialism before a 
ministerial meeting in Worcester, Mass.; and the secretary 
reported a brief outline of it for ‘‘ The Worcester Spy,’’ at 
which some annihilationist fired up, and wrote a smart article 
for a paper, the name of which is unknown to us, as the article 
was cut from it, and sent to us for our enlightenment. We thank 
the person who sent it, and will give it some attention. The fol- 
lowing is an extract : — 

‘‘<This is the record’ that God hath caused to be made, 
‘that he hath given to us eternal life, and this life is in his Son ; 
he that hath the Son hath life’ (of course, must have a living 
existence), ‘ and he that hath not the Son of God hath not life’ 
(of course, has no living existence). Such is the contrast that 
God has made; and John saith, ‘He that believeth not God, 
hath made him a liar ; because he believeth not the reeord God 
gave of bis Son.’ The ‘ record ’ clearly shows that the believer 
is to have an eternal living existence; and just as clearly shows 
that the unbeliever shall not have such existence. (See 1 Jobn 
vy. 11-13.) We rather think it is quite as safe to believe the 
‘record of God’ as that of the reverend friend of ‘The Wor- 
cester Spy.’ ”’ 

The writer says, ‘‘ He that hath the Son hath life (of course, 
must have a living existence), and he that hath not the Son of 
God hath not life (of course, has no living-existence).’’ But, 
has man no living existence of any kind till he has that life that 
comes by the Son? He certainly has, or he could not receive 
the Son. By life-here, we are to understand a process already 
commenced in this world. He that hath the Son hath life ; not 
will have after the resurrection. Hence, man has a living exist- 
ence before this life comes by the Son, or he never could receive 
the Son. Wicked men have a living existence before they be- 
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come Christians by the reception of Christ. Their receiving 
Christ does not confer upon them this kind of life, for they had 
it before. The sophistry of materialists, and it runs through all 
their writings, lies in confounding the spiritual life, which comes 
to the soul on the reception of Christ, with mere living exist- 
ence: whereas, men must have this existence prior to their 
reception of Christ ; and, of course, it is not dependent on that 
reception. The record, then, does not show, as this writer 
asserts, that the unbeliever is to have no eternal living existence : 
but it does show that there is what with propriety is termed 
spiritual life, which is a distinct thing from mere living existence, 
and he that hath the Son hath this spiritual life; and he that 
hath not the Son hath not this kind of life, although he has a 
living existence. 

There is alsoa death in connection with living existence, which 
we call spiritual death. These kinds of life and death are clearly 
taught in the record God has given ; and ‘‘ we rather think it is 
quite as safe to believe the record of God as that of the ”’ writer 
of the article sent us. (See Secs. IIZ., LV., LX.) But the 
writer argues his cause by questions concerning our essay. He 
inquires, ‘‘ Did he, among the great number of his texts, pro- 
duce one that saith ‘the soul isimmortal’? If so, it must have 
been Gen. iii. 4: ‘ Ye shall surely die.’’”’ In reply, we inquire, 
Can the writer produce one text that saith ‘‘ the soul is an attri- 
bute of the body, and dies with it’? If so, where is it ? 

Again he asks, ‘‘ Did he produce a text that saith the sinner, 
as such, shall ever put on immortality? If so, where did he 
find it? We know of no such text in the Bible.’’? We beg leave 
to inquire if this writer can produce a text that saith the 
wicked shall become extinct at death, or ‘‘ at the resurrection ”’ ? 
lf so, where can it be found? We know he cannot find it in the 
Bible. 

He further inquires, ‘‘ Did he, among the great number of 
texts you say he produced, bring one that saith that a wicked 
dead man shall ever be revived into life?’ If ‘so, where is the 
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text? We want none of your tnferences.’’ In reply we ask, 
‘* Where, in the Bible, is it said that the righteous shall ever ‘ be 
revived into life’ ?’’ Give us the exact words: ‘‘ none of your 7n- 
Jerences,”’ Sure we are that they cannot be produced. 

The writer adds, ‘‘ We might ask a great many more ques- 
tions ; but the foregoing are sufficient.”’ Certainly he could ask 
a great many more; and, without calling him a fool, we may 
suppose that he had heard of the old adage, viz., ‘‘ A fool may 
ask questions that wise men cannot answer.’’ That this is well 
understood by such writers as Messrs. Storrs, Grant, Campbell, 
Blain, Sheldon, and others, whose writings are before us, need 
not be doubted ; as their works abound with such arguments. 
Admit the validity of such a mode in argument, and are these 
men so imbecile as not to see that by its use the whole revela- 
tion which God has given us can be set aside ? 

While looking over the works of these authors, we have been 
led to inquire, Can these men be of sane mind? or have they 
rode their hobby so long, meeting, perhaps, with opposition, that 
they have become affected with monomania, and sincerely believe 
that they are doing God service in quibbling and twisting and 
shuffling and torturing and racking his word to make it sus- 
tain their theory? Or, if sane, can they be innocent in this 
work ? 

By the extract we have given, it is intimated that we take part 
with the serpent (Gen. iii. 4) in contradicting Jehovah. This 
has often been charged upon us by materialists. But is it so? 
Let us look fora moment. What death was threatened, according 
to our opponents? Literal death ; that is, the death of the body. 
Well, do they teach that Adam died literally in the day that he 
sinned? No: for one class of materialists teach that he was nine 
hundred and thirty years in dying, (Sec. I.) ; and others teach 
that being dead is the penalty, which did not occur till the hun- 
dreds of years were past. But God said, ‘‘ Jn the day that thou 
eatest thereof thou shalt surely die ;’’ and we teach just as God 
threatened. We contend that Adam lost the life of God from his 
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soul, that he died a spiritual death, in the day that he sinned. 
(Sec. HI.) But our materialists join with the serpent in con- 
tradicting God when they say, ‘‘ Ye shall not surely die in the 
day that ye eat thereof ; for ye shall live hundreds of years after 
the commission of the crime.’ 
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ReaD Are 
MISCELLANEOUS ARGUMENTS. 


LXV. — ‘‘If man moves away to heaven or hell-torments 
at death, why have a judgment-day afterwards, when he is called 
out of misery or happiness to see if he was in his proper place ?”’ 
— What is Man? p. 27. 

So inquires Elder Miles Grant. It is thought by materialists 
that this question contains a great amount of argument; hence 
its frequent appearance in their writings. (Sec. LX XI.) But the 
question first of all to be settled by those who profess to draw their 
doctrines from the Bible is, What do the Scriptures teach ? 
We find in the Word of God, as we have shown in these pages, 
that there is both an intermediate place for souls, where they are 
either happy or miserable, and a future judgment. Why this 
should be so, we may not fully understand. Our view is, that 
God will have an open general judgment, when Christ shall sit 
as judge, to vindicate his ways with men. Christ’s first advent 
was his humiliation. He was despised and rejected of men, as. 
many of his followers have also been. He comes now in his 
glory, with his mighty angels. A resurrected world is before 
him, and every eye sees him, including those who pierced him 
(Rev. i. 7), and all are judged and sentenced, — the wicked to 
their final doom of misery, and the righteous are rewarded with 
immortal bliss ; and thus he vindicates the authority he assumed 
* when on earth, but which was denied him ; and he also vindicates 
his saints. Our not seeing the propriety of a thing does not 
disprove its necessity. It may only prove the limited scope 
of our own vision. It by no means follows, because some 
things appear to us unreasonable, that therefore they are so in 
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themselves or in their relations. Tell a savage of the wonders 
of the magnetic telegraph, and, left simply to his reason, he would 
exclaim, ‘‘I cannot believe it; for it is unreasonable.”’- But. 
let him become assured of the superior information and strict 
veracity of his informer, and, relying upon his word, he would 
believe the fact, although his reason could not compass the man- 
ner of its existence, or its mode of operations. This faintly 
illustrates the relation of man’s reason to the revelation and ways 
of God. We say faintly; for, while there is a vast difference 
between an enlightened mind and the mind of a savage, there 
is between the greatest mind of man and the mind of the All- 
wise God, an infinitely greater disparity: hence, what may 
appear perfectly reasonable to his mind may appear unreason- 
able to man. Reason is to be employed in religion to learn 
what God has revealed, and not to dictate what God must reveal. 
The sincere believer in the Bible relies upon the superior knowl- 
edge and strict veracity of its Author, and therefore admits the 
existence of facts, when revealed, the mode and relations of which 
he cannot fully understand. Some things may be far beyond 
human reason, but not contrary to right reason. God has endued 
man with only a portion of that reason which he possesses in 
absolute perfection. With these views, and since the Scriptures 
clearly teach it, we find no difficulty in believing that souls, at 
death, go to a place suited to their state, and there remain till 
the resurrection, when Christ will appear to judge them. But 
if this is to be set aside because it is incomprehensible to us, are 
there not some things in the theorzes of our opponents, which, to 
say the least, reason cannot fully compass? We beg leave tu 
put a question or two. If, as Mr. Grant and followers assert, 
death is the penalty of sin, and the first death of sinners is 
exactly like the second (Sec. I.), why should there be a resur- 
rection and second death, to kill them over again? Or if, 
as Mr. Storrs asserts, none but believers will be raised, why 
should they, before that event, be pushed off, for thousands of 
years, into the dark night of nonentity, and be punished (!) 
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during that period just as the wicked are? (Sec. XLV.) Or 
why should sinners guilty of vastly different degrees of crime, 
from the first act of the stripling to the accumulated crimes of 
the ripest scoundrel, all be punished exactly alike; that is, by 
simple death without suffering, as Messrs. Storrs and Grant both 
teach? (Sec. I.) Never were doctrines put forth more at war 
with the Bible and common sense than these ; and when Mr. 
Grant, or any of those who teach them, shall, by logical acumen 
and the Scriptures, have explained these to the satisfaction of 
the candid, we will agree to give a complete and satisfactory 
answer to Mr. Grant’s question concerning the intermediate state 
and the judgment. God sent wicked angels to hell, where they 
are ‘‘reserved unto judgment.”’ (2 Pet. i. 4, and Jude vi.) 


See Sec. LX XI. 


LXVI. — Mr. Blain, in explaining Matt. xxv. 41, ‘‘ Depart, 
ye cursed, into everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his 
angels,”’ says, ‘‘ Now, call to mind the fact that ‘God and his 
attributes change not,’ and we see plainly an ‘ everlasting fire’ 
in God himself ; see it as we see the everlasting love and mercy 
there. To be plain, God’s justice, wrath, and hatred to sinners 
and sin ever was, and ever will be, the same ; and these quali- 
ties or dispositions are called fire: the finally ‘ accursed,’ — 
who ‘ depart,’ that is, fall under Christ’s justice, displeasure, 
and wrath or indignation, fall into ‘ everlasting fire,’ and so 
must be consumed, as ‘our God is a consuming fire.’ ’? — 
Death not Life, p. 75. 

Here you have it, reader: and is it not beautiful! This is the 
way that Mr. Blain endeavors to relieve his system of the killing 
force of these solemn words. God is the everlasting fire pre- 
pared for the devil and his angels, into which the cursed are 
to depart! ! Well may he add, concerning this most blasphe- 
mous perversion, that ‘‘ it requires a trip-hammer to beat this into 
the brains of some men; they have become so stereotyped by 
traditionary explinations.””. Yes, Mr. B., we are so wedded to 
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the old common-sense interpretation, that it will require more 
than your truth-crushing trip-hammer to make us receive the 
abominable idea that the holy God is prepared for the Devil and 
his angels, into which the cursed are to depart! Materialism 
demands such work with Christ’s words ; but truth, NEvER. 


LX VII. — Mr. Storrs admits that atontos, in Matt. xxv. 46, 
means endless; but contends that kolaszs, the word rendered 
punishment, means ‘‘ cutting.’ He says, ‘‘ But taking one of 
the prime etymological ideas of the word kolasis, viz., ‘cutting,’ 
and considering it with what is said of the righteous, in contrast, 
and all is plain. ‘The righteous into life eternal ;’ but the 
wicked ‘shall go into eternal cutting’ off from life. Such an 
antithesis is required by the laws of human speech ; and such, 
we doubt not, is the true import of the words.’? — Man’s Des., 
po. 71,73. 

Now, if there is to be endless ‘‘ cutting of from life,’’ will 
life ever become extinct? Certainly not ; for life must continue, 
or the cutting must cease. ‘Endless cutting implies endless 
action, and we may say suffering, too. So Mr. Storrs’s render- 
ing shows not only that the existence of the wicked is endless, 
but also that it is a life of torment, or ‘‘ cutting ;’’ and the true 
sense would be given if it were rendered thus: ‘‘ These shall 
go away into endless torments.’? The Syriac, which seems to be 
a favorite version with Mr. Storrs, renders olaszs, in the text, 
torments, and the same word (1 John iv. 18), is so rendered in 
ofr common translation. Granting Mr. Storrs the license he 
taxes in selecting ewtteng as the meaning of the Greek word 
kolasis, as used here, and it will then be seen, that, so far is it 
from teaching annihilation, it teaches most conclusively the 
doctrine of endless torments. See Sections XXIII. and 
LXXXI. 


LXVIII. —If the word perish, when applied to unbelievers, 
means to cease to have a living existence, then those who do not 
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perish will not cease to live. Christ says, ‘‘ God so loved the 
world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever 
believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life ”’ 
(John iii. 16). All believers, then, will continue to exist? 
But what says materialism ? It says that all shall cease to have 
a living existence when physical death takes place, whether they 
believe or not, and shall remain in a state of nonentity, some of . 
them for thousands of years, until the resurrection ; and thus the 
word of God is contradicted by this false theory. (Secs. XXIX. 
and XLVI.) 


LXIX. — Some annihilationists of the Storrs and Grant 
schools (Sec. I.) contend that death, in the sense of non-being, is 
the only penalty of sin ; but others teach that a long and painful 
dying is a part of the death-penalty, and, furthermore, that the 
penalty consists, in part at least, in the loss of cternal life. But 
can loss be predicated of nothing? An able writer treating upon 
this point, after quoting Webster’s definition ,of the verb ‘ to 
punish,” says, ‘‘ There is nothing, then, in the English word 
‘punishment’ to denote annihilation, or loss of existence. To 
afflict with loss does not imply the loss of existence, but the loss 
of possession or privilege. A person annihilated would not 
in any proper sense lose his possessions, but his possessions 
would lose him. ‘The very idea of loss supposes the existence 
of the loser. Suppose a person to possess much property, wife, 
children, friends, and every thing that can make a man happy ; 
but he meets the fate of all men, — he dies: and, in reporting his 
death, will you say that the man lost his property, his wife, chil- 
dren, and his friends? Surely not: the term ‘loss’ is applied to 
those who survive ; they have lost him who is now dead.” — 
Dr. L. Lee. 

A man does not lose his life before he loses it ; and how can 
he, when he is extinct, lose any thing! How can a man, in the 
strict sense of language, lose what he never possessed? We 
see an advertisement stating that a neighbor has lost a thousand 
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dollars. We call upon him, and inquire how he lost it. He 
replies that he never had it; and that his loss consisted in his 
never owning a thousand dollars. Could such an advertisement 
be looked upon other than a public falsehood ? But, to make 
the case parallel with the views we controvert, it should stand 
thus: the man never had a thousand dollars, and there is no 
man in existence to feel the loss or to advertise the loss of a 
thousand dollars. But, admitting the propriety of predicating 
loss and gain of a nonentity, would existence be a gain to 
wicked men ? 

Observe, probation closes before annihilation comes; so that 
there is no possibility of their reforming and being pardoned. 
Would existence to such prove a blessing, or could it be con- 
sidered a punishment for such to cease to exist ? Thousands of 
the ungodly would not so consider it, but would find a mighty 
relief to their feelings could they be assured that nothing worse 
would befall them. It is not a fact that annihilation is such a 
dreadful thought to ungodly men as some of our opponents would 
have us believe. To the man educated in the school of Christ; 
knowing not only something of the capacity of the soul for spir- 
itual enjoyment, but also of the rich and eternal provisions that 
are made for it, and the price that has been paid for its redemp- 
tion, — to such a man there is something truly appalling in the 
thought of annihilation. But upon the ungodly throng it will 
have no influence other than to make them more reckless. To 
many, such a belief must prove most disastrous. The effect of 
removing all fear from the minds of wicked men respecting the 
future is strikingly illustrated by the French people. We are 
told by a writer in ‘‘ The New-York Observer,’’ that it is 
estimated that there are from three to four thousand suicides 
a year in France. He tells us that the cause lies in their be- 
lief in materialism, by which all fear of future retribution is 
removed. A great portion of the French people look upon 
man asa machine, to run fora while; and that death is an 
eternal sleep. The thought of suicide enters into their busi- 
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ness calculations; and misfortune in speculation, little trouble 
or disgrace, carries them out of the world by their own hands. 
He gives the case of a comedian who-killed himself because he 
heard a hiss. To illustrate this position, he presents the fol- 
lowing respecting a murderer : — 

‘‘ We have seen the same doctrine advanced before the courts 
by an assassin, who was a man of some education. This wretch, 
named Lacenaire, gravely told the court that he had made a 
sort of algebraic equation between the advantages and the dan- 
gers of crime. ‘I knew well,’ said he, ‘that, by killing others, 
I exposed myself to perish on the scaffold. But what is the 
punishment of the scaffold? It is a momentary pain, and then 
comes annihilation. I foresaw what has overtaken me; but 
meanwhile, I have enjoyed the fruit of my assassinations: and I 
persist in maintaining that I made a good calculation. Since I 
have fallen into your hands, condemn me, and cut off my head. 
You are my enemies, and Lam yours: we shall be even. I do 
not at all regret having killed several persons to seize what be- 
longed to them: I would do it again if I could.’ Thus spoke 
Lacenaire at his famous trial.”’ | 

Now, wherein does the materialism of the French atheists dif- 
fer from that of Mr. Storrs? (See. C.) The former says to all 
the race, that poison, the halter, the pistol, or any other conve- 
nient and easy method of suicide, will carry you beyond all the 
troubles of this life, and there is no suffering whatever to fear 
in the future: death is an eternal sleep. Mr. Storrs’s doctrine 
gives precisely the same assurance to all ungodly men. What 
its fruits would be, were it generally received, we leave the 
reader to judge. (Sec. LIV.) 


LXX.— Mr. C. F. Hudson, while he advocates the annihi- 
lation of the wicked, admits that the soul is so far indestructible 
as to survive the death of the body, and exist for ages separate 
from it. He teaches, also, that ‘‘ the first and second deaths are 
the first and second instalments of the debt incurred by sin ”’ 
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(Sec. I.) ; physical death being one instalment, and the other to 
be paid — when, and how? Is there to be a resurrection both 
of the just and of the unjust? Will there be a future judgment, 
when all shall appear before Christ the judge? Does Mr. Hud- 
son accept these doctrines? The reader will turn to Sec. VIL., 
where his whole section on the ‘‘ Resurrection of the Unjust ”’ is 
given, and what do we learn there concerning these important 
events so clearly revealed in the Bible? Note the follow- 
ing: Speaking of the benefits derived from. redemption by the 
unbelieving, he says, ‘‘ May not such truths, as food to the souls 
of those who do not cleave to him who is the Truth and the Life, 
cause death itself to be divided, as the proper effect and token 
of the redemption? And, for judgment, it is as if the unjust, 
hearing the voice of God, as in the last call to life, should be 
putting on a glorious incorruption, and should perish in the act.’’ 
Now, if we can learn any thing from the section of his book from 
which this is taken, unsupported as it is by a single Scripture 
reference or quotation, it is this: The wicked are not raised from 
the dead. They start to come forth, but ‘‘ perish in the act.” 
Mr. Hudson, however, professes to believe in something he calls 
a resurrection, and also to believe in a judgment. He says, 
‘« The interval between death and the resurrection may appear 
as a moment, and that moment such as is experienced in what 
may be a partial separation of soul and body in the flight of 
falling from a precipice, or in apparent drowning; when the 
mind, perhaps, loosens from the brain. The continuance of 
such a state may be trance or mania. The entire disruption is 
what we call death ; which, to the trusting soul, may be a repose, 
under the conditions we have named: not a state of thinking, 
perhaps ; on the other hand, not of unconsciousness, but of mo- 
mentary all-consciousness, the same to those who die soon or late, 
the resurrection and the judgment close following.’’ — Debt and 
Grace, p. 261. Does this sound like the plain teachings of 
Christ and his apostles concerning the resurrection and judg- 
ment? Where are the Scriptures to sustain these hypothetical 
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positions? There are none to be found; therefore, none are 
presented. If, as Mr. H. teaches, the unjust perish in the act 
of rising, then they are not raised from the dead ; and, if not 
raised, when are they judged? If at all, it must be before the 
resurrection. The truth is, this pseudo-philosophy is subversive 
of the whole of God’s plan, as revealed in the Scriptures, in 
regard to his treatment of moral beings. Mr. H. does not, 
upon these points, write as if he felt the confidence of truth. 
Notice his may be’s and perhapses in this short extract. 

This dividing the penalty, with thousands of years intervening, 
is, in the history of theology, a novelty, to say the least of it. 
It is as false as it is novel. Evangelical Christians believe, just 
as God threatened, that on the very day that Adam and Eve 
sinned, they came under the curse of God’s broken law, and 
were ‘‘alienated from the life of God”’ (Eph. iv. 18), and 
spiritual death ensued. But those who make the penalty ex- 
tinction of being must defer its execution till physical death, 
which, according to Mr. Hudson, is one half of the penalty; and 
then if the soul outlives the body, in an unthinking but conscious 
state (!) (a queer condition for the soul to be in), at the resur- 
rection it will go out of existence, by not having, like a damaged 
seed, strength enough to come forth; and in this way the other 
half of the penalty is paid!! This, by Mr. Hudson’s admirers, 
may be considered very sound theology; but we can find no 
support whatever for itin the Bible. ‘* Upon this theory, the 
meaning of the passage, ‘In the day that thou eatest thereof 
thou shalt surely die,’ would be, ‘ Thou shalt surely die sooner 
or later: thy body at the end of near a thousand years (Gen. v. 
4), and the soul after some six thousand years more, i.e., at the 
day of judgment.’ Surely, this is not ‘ dividing,’ but deferring, 
and, as we think, strangely distorting, the sentence of death.’ ”’ 
— Dr. Mattison. 

We should substitute the expression ‘‘ in the resurrection” 
for ‘‘ at the day of judgment,” as used by Dr. Mattison ; for if 
the wicked are not fully raised, but die in the act, then, of 
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course, there is no more a day of judgment for them in which to 
be annihilated. They are annihilated 7m the resurrection ! 

We have been surprised to find, in some Evangelical periodi- 
cals, Mr. Hudson’s book commended for its candor and fairness, 
while its doctrines were condemned. We conclude that such 
writers had not been to the trouble of reading the book with 
care, and of searching out the Scriptures used and the authors 
quoted. That there is ability displayed in the book is admitted ; 
and the arguments by which annihilation is propagated are 
doubtless presented in their strongest and most plausible form : 
but, from personal and careful examination, we judge it a most 
unfair and sophistical production. This unfairness is seen, not 
only in the author’s ‘‘ handling the word of God deceitfully,”’ 
but also in not handling at all some portions of it which lie with 
mighty force against his theory. It is found, too, in his arraying 
a multitude of objections, not adopted by himself, and _present- 
ing suggestions upon which he does not insist; with a ‘‘ may 
not’’ such and such things be ?— quoting fragments from learned 
authors, perfectly willing to waive a great. deal that he presents 
in this way, and thus do with smoke what he fails to do with 
shot. Such a course in writing upon any subject is reprehensi- 
ble, but especially so upon so important a subject as that of a 
future life. It is somewhat difficult to learn, from the volume 
before us, what his real views are upon the subject. Mr. Hud- 
son has deceased; and we would regard the saying, ‘‘ Let the 
dead rest,’ were it not that his pernicious book, with its fallacious 
references, is in existence, doing its work ; and therefore; as an 
advocate of truth, we have a right to speak of its author, even 


though he has departed. (Sec. CI.) ~ 


LXXI. — “ The doctrine you preach makes the dead judged 
twice : once at death, and a second time at the resurrection.”’ 
If the word judgment is used merely in the sense of discrimina- 
tion of character, then we admit that such a judgment takes 
place at death. Yea, more. God judges in this sense every 
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time he sends his Spirit to convict a sinner or to comfort a saint ; 
so there are a great many judgments. Death finds two charac- 
ters, — the righteous and the wicked ; and their souls must, in the 
very nature of the case, be either happy or miserable: and if 
passing them along to a condition suited to their character is 
called a judgment, we have no particular objection to. such a view. 
With this explanation, we accept the two judgments charged 
upon us. Such a two-fold judgment is in harmony with God’s 
treatment of the angels; ‘‘ For if God spared not the angels 
that sinned, but cast them down to hell, and delivered them into 
chains of darkness, to be reserved unto judgment ’’ &. (2 Pet. 
ili. 4). Here it will be seen that wicked angels were first 
adjudged to hell, and sent there ; and there they are reserved 
unto another judgment. (Sec. LXV.) See, also, Jude vi. 
_ Thus it will be seen that our ideas are in harmony with God’s 
method of dealing with intelligent beings. Such an objection as 
we are considering, however, comes with an ill grace from that 
class of materialists who teach that literal death is the penalty 
of sin, and that God adjudges men to death for thousands 
of years, and then raises them from the dead, judges them again, 
and puts them into precisely the same condition that they were 
put in by the first death, as Mr. Grant teaches. (See. I.) 
This objection comes with an ill grace from the followers of Mr. 
Hudson, who receive the doctrine of two instalments, — tie sinner 
being adjudged to pay one half at the first death, and the other 
half at the second death! (Sec. LXX.) 


LXXII. — ‘Is it to be credited that four thousand years 
should pass, — from Adam to Christ, — and the race be exposed 
to a revival from death to a life of suffering and hopeless tor- 
ment, with not one positive statement of it, during that whole 
period, to the millions who were liable to it?’’ — Lafe from the 
Dead, p. 13. So inquires Mr. Storrs. We have two or three 
questions to propose. Is it to be credited that four thousand 
years should pass, — from Adam to Christ, — and all the race, 
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with the exception of the righteous, be exposed to annihilation 
at physical death, the righteous only to be raised, with not one 
‘* positive statement ”’ of it, during that whole period, to the mil- 
lions who were liable to it ? 

Again : Mr. Storrs says, ‘‘ So far as Moses taught the people,. 
there is not one solitary threatening of revival from death at all : 
there was no such life, except to the obedient, made known in 
the law.’’ That there is no such threatening, we are well 
aware ; but what of that? Is there any promise of a future 
life by a resurrection to the righteous in the teachings of 
Moses ? 

Such a promise cannot be found. Surely, a resurrection ex- 
cluding the wicked is not promised in Exod. iii. 6, to which the 
Saviour refers in his controversy with the Sadducees. Indeed, 
who could learn the doctrine of the resurrection at all without 
the Saviour’s quotation in Luke xx. 37? And, even here, it 
may be doubted if the Saviour used these words to teach a res- 
urrection, but rather a future life in general, showing, to the con- 
fusion of the materialists who were listening, that Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob were then alive although they had died physi- 
cally ages before. But will Mr. Storrs take the position that 
the righteous will never be raised from the dead, because there 
is no ‘‘ positive statement’? of the fact in the writings of Moses? 
Consistency forces him to this position. So not only the wicked, 
but the righteous, are not to live again after death, if Mr. Storrs’s 
argument is sound. (Sec. LXIV.) Once more: speaking of the 
resurrection of ‘‘ wicked dead men,’’ he says, ‘‘ We have also seen 
that the entire Gentile world were ignorant of any such doctrine,”’ 
But were not the ‘‘entire Gentile world”’ ignorant of the doctrine 
of any resurrection whatever? Certainly they were. Well, 
then, if this fact is against the resurrection of the ‘‘ wicked dead,”’ 
is it not also against the resurrection of the righteous dead? Is 
there, therefore, no resurrection of the dead? So it would 
seem, if Mr. Storrs’s assertion, presented as argument, is of any 
force. No resurrection, with materialists, is equivalent to no fu- 
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ture existence. The conclusion from the argument, then, is, that 
there is no future living existence, either of saint or sinner ! 

Speaking of the resurrection, or revival as Mr. Storrs chooses 
to call it, he will have it that the patriarchs ‘‘ regarded it only to 
be possessed through fazth, or a loving confidence in God’s prom- 
ises,”’ pp. 12, 15. But is it to be credited, that the patriarchs 
regarded the resurrection only to be possessed (!) through faith, 
or a loving confidence in God’s promises, when there is ‘‘ not 
one positive statement of it”’ in the whole of their history as 
given by Moses? Does the absence of a positive statement inval- 
idate Mr. Storrs’s doctrine of a resurrection by faith? (!) So 
it would seem ; therefore he is a false teacher. 

We go still further, and inquire, Where zn all the Bible is the 
resurrection conditioned on faith? Let Mr. Storrs give the 
‘* positive statement’ from the Bible if he can. He cannot do 
it. He may anfer a great deal, but inferences are not positive 
statements. ‘‘ Is it to be credited that four thousand years should 
pass, from Adam to Christ, and ‘ not one positive statement’ that 
the resurrection is secured through faith?”’ Such a statement 
should be produced, or the righteous dead will never be raised ! 
It cannot be produced ; therefore the righteous dead will never be 
raised. Such is the result of Mr. Storrs’s argument when applied 
to his own doctrine. He tells us that the righteous are suspend- 
ed between death and the resurrection, (Sees. I. and VII.) ; but 
where does he find a ‘‘ positive statement’ of this? Not in the 
Bible, we are quite sure. ‘‘ Is it to be credited ”’ that the right- 
eous are suspended for thousands of years between death and the 
resurrection, and that the world should be kept without any 
‘* positive statement ” of it from the time of Adam down to the 
closing of the sacred canon? As there is no such statement to 
be found, we are to regard the doctrine of suspension as false. 
Mr. Storrs must, of course, abide by his own rule in argument. 

It will be seen that Mr. Storrs, by his questioning argument 
and assertions, has let loose a wolf to tear in pieces the pet lambs 
of his own flock. Truth is never thus arrayed against itself. 


a 
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We have already stated that the resurrection is not condi- 
tioned upon faith. Our character here will not affect the fact of 
the resurrection, but it will affect our condition in the resurrection. 
Faith in Christ is never encouraged by a promise of mere living 
existence in the future; and there is not a single admonition or 
warning in all the book of God that enforces faith in Christ by 
threatening annihilation. Lfe, when promised to the Christian, 
is something more than existence. It is equivalent to happiness. 
Life in happiness is conditioned upon faith, but not our existence. 
Death, when threatened, is a certain condition of being, and not 
annihilation. (Sec. LV.) JLiteralizing the words life and death, 
when used in this sense, is the fundamental error of destruction- 
ists. 

The eternal existence of saint or sinner is not dependent on 
their reception or rejection of Christ. Neither can they prevent 
the resurrection of their bodies. These facts are independent 
of human agency. All must exist, all must be raised from the 
dead, all must be brought to judgment, and all must be rewarded 
according to their works. All! this must come ; and, in view of 
it, many of the ungodly would rejoice had they but the power 
to strike themselves out of existence. They have it not. They 
can bring the body under the power of death for a while; but 
the soul they cannot kill (Matt. x. 28). But did not Paul labor 
‘‘to attain unto the resurrection of the dead ”’ (Phil. iii. 11) ? 
And why this, if all are to be raised? Paul aspired to a condi- 
tion in the resurrection, or to the resurrection of the just. He 
does not favor a partial resurrection in the least ; for he teaches 
(Acts xxiv. 15) most explicitly the resurrection of all. (See. 
VII.) Neither does the Saviour (Luke xx. 35) favor a partial 
resurrection ; for he has taught most fully (John vy. 28, 29) the 
resurrection of all the race. (Sec. XXII.) 


LX XIII. —‘‘ Immortality and happiness are inseparable. An 
immortal being cannot be unhappy, or suffer: the thing is im- 


possible. All suffering imports decay, decrease of life ; contin- 
15 
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ued suffering, continued decrease ; unarrested suffering must 
reach death, dissolution.” So says Mr. Storrs (Man’s Dest., 
p- 114). 

Should it be asserted that saints to whom pertains the immor- 
tality named in Rom. ii. 7 and 1 Cor. xv. 53, 54, cannot, when 
thus immortal, be unhappy, suffer, or decay, we admit it. (Sec. 
XXXI.) But when it is said that a being cannot exist end- 
lessly in a state of suffering, we demur. Human existence is 
upheld by God himself, whether that existence be one of suffer- 
ing or enjoyment; and this will ever be so: which entirely de- 
stroys the argument of Mr. Storrs. If God chooses to continue 
the existence of a sinner in a suffering state, he can do it. An 
argument equally plausible could be made to prove that a mortal 
dying being must experience nothing but pain. If he enjoys 
happiness, this will prove, that, instead of approaching dissolution, 
he is increasing in the power of durability, and his existence is 
becoming more and more permanent. But our acquaintance with 
mortality teaches us that a mortal being may be happy, and, in 
some instances, experience more happiness than misery. Now, 
as a mortal may experience more happiness than misery, and still 
be mortal and finally die, it is logical to conclude that a being 
may suffer and still be continued in being. Our being is from 
God; and to say that he cannot punish a creature of his own 
forming, and still continue his existence, is simply absurd. 
God has plainly declared that the wicked ‘‘shall go away into 
everlasting punishment’ (Sec. XXIII.) ; and we are not to 
array human philosophy against God’s word. 


LXXIV.— A fact or two respecting the rule of interpreta- 
tion adopted by our opponents deserve notice. The Universal- 
ist, in his treatment of the Bible, takes advantage of the dif- 
ferent senses in which the terms ‘‘judge’’ and ‘ judgment” 
are used. Tinding that these words are used in some instances 
in reference to scenes in this world, he takes the liberty to play 
off upon these, and confine all the judgments of which the Scrip- 
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tures speak to the present state. The destructionists take the 
same advantage of the terms perish and destroy, with their 
derivatives. They will have it that these expressions, when 
used in reference to the sinner, are to be understood in a strictly 
literal sense ; that they mean annihilation. To show the falsity 
of this, let us apply this rule to a passage or two. Job says of 
God (ix. 22), ‘‘ He destroyeth the perfect and the wicked.” 
By the perfect, as contrasted with the wicked, the righteous are 
meant, of course; and these two classes include the whole race 
of man. The whole race, then, are to be struck out of exist- 
ence! Again Job says (xxxiv. 15), ‘All flesh shall perish 
together.’’- The whole of Adam’s race, then, are to be anni- 
hilated ! 

Many illustrations might be adduced ; but these are sufficient 
to show the folly of denying that these terms are used in a figu- 
rative or restricted sense when applied to the punishment of 
the sinner. 

Suppose you were to receive a series of letters from a friend, 
and in one of them an expression should be dropped which you 
could not fully understand: what would you do? You would 
look carefully at the connection in which the passage stood; and, 
if you could not learn its meaning there, you would look at 
what was said in other letters where your friend had treated upon 
the same subject: and thus determine the sense. Let us set 
aside this rule, and see if we cannot prove in a very plausible 
manner that there will be no resurrection or future judgment, 
or even any future life for the righteous whatever. God said 
of those who were destroyed in Babylon, they shall ‘sleep 
a perpetual sleep, and not wake (Jere. li. 39). ‘This 
sleep is not perpetual,’ says one class of materialists ; ‘‘ for the 
Babylonians shall surely wake at the resurrection.” 

Speaking of those who are dead and in the grave, David 
says, ‘‘ Whom thou [the Lord] rememberest no more’’ (Psa. 
Ixxxvill. 5). Now, God cannot raise the dead and judge them, 
without remembering them, If, then, he remembers them zo 
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more, it follows that he will never raise them from the dead and 
bring them to judgment. ‘‘ But,”’ say these opponents, ‘‘ this is 
false ; for he will remember all that go into the grave, and bring 
them up, judge them, kill the wicked over again, and reward 
the righteous with immortality.” Again, in Ixviii. 10, the 
Pealmist inquires, ‘‘ Shall the dead arise and praise thee?”’ 
A very forcible way of saying that the dead will not arise and 
praise God. ‘‘ But,’’ say these literalists, ‘‘the dead shall arise, 
and the righteous shall praise God forever, treading the ashes of 
the wicked under their feet.” . And yet again it is said (Job vii. 
9), ‘‘ He that goeth down to the grave shall come up no more.”’ 
‘* All that go into the grave shall surely come up,”’ say Mr. Has- 
tings and others; and thus the Bible is contradicted ! 

It will be admitted that Job was a good man, and as. such, 
according to our opponents, will be raised to inhabit the earth 
when purified, and see or enjoy eternal good. But Job says of 
himself (x. 20, 21), ‘‘ Are not my days few? cease, then, and 
let me alone, that I may take comfort a little, before I go 
whence I shall not return, even to the land of darkness, and the 
shadow of death.’ But if Job is raised and made immortal, 
will he not return from ‘‘the land of darkness and the 
shadow of death’’? How plain it is that the doctrine of a res- 
urrection is contrary to the teachings of the Bible! That pious 
Job had no idea of a resurrection and immortal bliss, is set 
in a clear light by his own words (Job vii. 6-9), when he says, 
speaking of death, ‘‘ Mine eye shall no more see good.’ Not 
so, says this theory ; for Job shall be raised immortal, and shall 
see eternal good without any mixture of evil. 

We learn, then, that God destroyeth both the perfect and the 
wicked ; that all flesh shall perish together; that the Babylo- 
nians are to sleep a perpetual sleep, and not wake ; that those who 
are in the grave God remembers no more; that the dead shall 
not arise and praise God; and that he that goeth down to the 
grave shall come up no more; that Job shall return no more 
from the land of darkness, and shall see no more good. Or, in 
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other words, we learn from the Bible that death 7s an eternal 
sleep ; and this is done by interpreting the Scriptures literally, in 
the sense of our literalist opponents. In their hot zeal against 
‘‘immortal-soulism,’’ as they call it, they have set an engine in 
motion which batters down their own castle. 

We appeal to the candid reader, and desire that he may turn 
to the Scriptures, we quote, and see if any more violence is done 
to them by their use to disprove a resurrection, future judgment, 
or‘any future life whatever, than is done to those Scriptures 
urged by materialists to disprove the conscious existence of the 
soul after death. These men, to be on good terms with con- 
sistency, should at once place upon their banners the old atheis- 
tical inscription, ‘‘ Death 1s an eternal sleep.”’ 

In the Scriptures, the terms destroy and perish, with their de- 
rivatives, are often used to denote, not the second, but the first 
‘death. Now, if these terms are to be understood literally, then 
such as die this first death go to nothing, which precludes the 
possibility of a resurrection ; for to talk of the resurrection of 
nothing is to talk without meaning. So we see how this won- 
derful literalism annihilates not only the souls of men, but the 
resurrection also; and not merely the resurrection of the wicked, 
as Mr. Storrs teaches, but the resurrection of all the race ! 

By this handy method we can prove that man does and does 
not exist at the same time. Speaking of God, Job says (Job 
xix. 10), ‘‘He hath destroyed me on every side, and I am 
gone.”’ So Job, while living, was destroyed and gone; or, ac- 
cording to literalism, was a mere nonentity ! 

By the same convenient method it can be proved that all 
good men will live on the present earth forever. Solomon says 
(Prov. xii. 28), ‘‘In the pathway of righteousness is zo 
death ;”? and Christ says (John viii. 51), ‘If a man keep my 
saying, he shall never see death.’ It will not be allowed that 
spiritual death is intended; for Mr. Campbell says ( Gospel 
Light, p. 19), it is ‘‘nonsense to talk of spiritual death.”’ 
Understanding the text to mean literal death, we learn that 
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no good man from the days of Solomon has ever died, or 
ever will! | 

All must see that the Scriptures we have produced are as clear 
and unquivocal in proof of these points as are those we have 
examned which are brought to teach the materiality of the soul 
and the annihilation of the wicked. These are only a sample 
of a large class which might be produced -to establish most 
clearly the doctrine of no future life, on the same principle. 

With such license of interpretation, any thing can be proved 
or disproved from the Bible, just as suits us best. The truth 
is, the terms perish, destroy, and death are used in a figurative 
sense when applied to the punishment of the wicked. Admit 
this, and let Scripture interpret Scripture, and all the conse- 
quences of the false rule we have just illustrated are avoided. 

On the words destroy and perish, see Secs. XXVI. and 
XLIV. 


LXXV.—The following is a specifnen of the manner of prop- 
agating materialism, as we once heard it from an itinerant : — 

Said he, ‘‘ What does the popular theology teach? It teaches 
that the dead know more than all the living. But what does the 
Bible teach? I love to preach the Bible, itis so plain. It don’t 
require any sophistry. Let us read: ‘The dead know not 
any thing.” What! know nothing? Yes, knownothing. Why, 
you have put that in yourself: it is not in the Bible. Yes, it is 
. inthe Bible; and I didn’t put it there, either. Itisin Ecclesiastes, 
the ninth chapter and fifth verse; and’’ (putting his finger on the 
place, and turning half round, as if to show it to the congrega- 
tion) ‘‘there itis. Iwillreadit. ‘The dead’— mark that! — 
.‘ The — dead — know — not — any—thing’ There, now: you 
won’t be deceived by the popular ministers any more, I know ; 
for you can quote the Bible to them.’’ The speaker, however, 
favored us with no display upon the next sentence in the text, 
viz , ‘‘neither have they any more a reward;”’ and the reader 
can judge why. It will be seen at a glance that the same dis- 
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play could be made against the resurrection upon ‘‘ He that 
goeth down to the grave shall come up no more,’’ and a host 
of other texts, and with equal force. But should we not judge 
the man who would make it, either very ignorant or very de- 
praved ? % 

See Section X VI., where Eccl. ix. 5 is considered. 


LXXVI.—Mr. Storrs, in reply to Dr. Post, after quoting 
Luke vii. 22 and 1 Cor. i. 26, says, ‘‘ The fact in these texts 
is this: ‘the poor’ and unlearned were those, chiefly, who em- 
braced the gospel and were benefited by it. Hence-it is both 
unreasonable and absurd to suppose the gospel promises were in 
the mystical language our author’s theory implies. According 
to that theory, there ought to have been many wise and learned 
men to teach the poor and unlearned that the words of promise 
of ‘life, and eternal life,’ meant not what they seemed to import 
‘according to the laws of human language, interpreted according 
to the laws of human speech,’ but ‘moral life,’ or spiritual 
life; which phrases, however, we believe, never once occur in the 
Scripturés of truth, and hence are suspicious phrases, to say the 
least.’ — Man’s Dest., p. 109. 

This is a specimen of this writer’s method in argument. With 
these sayings before us, we have a right to expect that the 
doctrine he teaches will be presented in the plainest language 
possible in the Bible ; that there will be nothing mystical, noth- 
ing obscure, nothing but what the ‘‘ poor and unlearned ’’ can 
see ata glance. Butisit so? ‘Take asa sample Paul’s words 
concerning the resurrection: ‘‘ And have hope towards God, 
which they themselves allow, that there shall be a resurrection 
of the dead, both of the just and unjust”? (Aets xxiv. 15). 
Now, whatis the natural import of these words? Is it not that 
both classes are to be raised? Yet Mr. Storrs’s theory demands 
of him, and he does its bidding, that he shall interpret these 
words to teach the resurrection of the just only! (Sec. VII.) 
Would the poor and unlearned so understand these words? 
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Never. They would certainly need wise and learned men to 
interpret them. 

‘Hor to live is Christ, and to die is gain’? (Phil. i. 21). 
This is interpreted by Mr. Storrs to mean that the gain, in the 
case of Paul’s death, would be for Christ, and not for Paul. But 
would the ‘‘ unlearned,’’ for whom the Bible was written, so 
understand these words? Paul says, ‘‘ Zo me to live is Christ, 
and to die is gain.”? And then, again, he says, ‘‘ Jam ina strait 
betwixt two, having a desire to depart and to be with Christ ”’ 
&ec. (ver. 23). Paul’s desire to depart was ‘‘a desire for a 
translation,’’? such as Enoch had, ‘‘ so as not to see death.’’? So 
says Mr. Storrs. (Sec. XIII.) Surely, if this exegesis is cor- 
rect, the Bible ought not to be in the hands of ‘‘the poor and 
unlearned,’’ without ‘‘ many wise” materialists to teach them. 

Again: ‘‘ Marvel not at this: for the hour is coming in the 
which all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and shall 
come forth: they that have done good, unto the resurrection of 
life; and they that have done evil, unto the resurrection of 
damnation’ (John vy. 28, 29). This is interpreted to mean 
the national resurrection of the Jews. It is, says Mr. Storrs, 
‘“‘the same coming-out of the graves as that in Ezekiel xxxvii.” 
(Sec. XXII.) But what ‘poor and unlearned”? man would 
ever see a national resurrection of the Jews in this text? The 
Saviour says, ‘‘ Fear not them which kill the body, but are not 
able to kill the soul”’ (Matt. x. 28). The theory we oppose 
teaches, that, when physical death occurs, all there is of a man 
dies ; that the soul dies with the body. (See. XXV.) But 
millions of the ‘‘ poor and unlearned ’’ have believed, without a 
doubt, that this text teaches that the soul survives the death of the 
body. We might fill pages with similar texts in use by materi- 
alists, from their works before us, which would certainly require 
‘‘many wise and learned men”’ to explain them in harmony with 
their theory, and to show that they ‘‘ mean not what they seem to 
import, according to the laws of human language, interpreted 
according to the laws of human speech.”’ 
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“But ‘moral life,’ or ‘ spiritual life ;’ which phrases, how- 
ever, we believe, never once occur in the Scriptures of truth, 
and hence are suspicious phrases, to say the least.” So says 
Mr. 8. This kind of argument is in very common use among 
materialists. Its design is to make the impression that a doctrine 
cannot be truthful unless expressed in strictly scriptural phrase- 
ology. The ‘‘ unlearned’ may be deceived by such a method ; 
but not so with intelligent readers of the Bible. If this is a just 
rule, we are quite sure of one thing; namely, that no class of 
polemics violate it more than do these same materialists. We 
find in Mr. Storrs’s writings such expressions as ‘‘ re-living,”’ 
‘resurrected ones,” ‘‘revival from the dead,” ‘‘suspen- 
ston,”’ ‘‘temporary suspension,” and many other phrases 
which ‘‘ never once occur in the Scriptures of truth, and hence 
are suspicious phrases, to say the least,’ according to Mr. Storrs’s 
own declaration. (Sec. XIII.) 

Again: he says, ‘‘ It may be mentioned asa fact not unworthy 
of notice, that the phrase ‘the resurrection of the body,’ so 
common in religious instruction in our day, is not in all the 
Bible.”” — Man’s Dest., p. 153. What then? Are we not 
authorized by the Saviour’s own language in reference to him- 
self (John ii. 19, 21, 22), and also by Paul (1 Cor. xv. 44), 
to say nothing of other Scriptures, to use such a phrase? But 
the idea of a distinction between soul and body is damaging to 
his theory ; hence his opposition to the expression, resurrection 
of the body. He would have it the resurrection of the man, or, 
to accord with his notions, resurrection from suspension! But 
where are either of these phrases, in so many words, found in 
the Bible? Let Mr. Storrs produce them if he can. The 
phrase ‘‘ resurrection of the body’’ is fully authorized and per- 
fectly understood by the ‘‘ poor and unlearned ;”’ and none but 
those who have the cause of error to serve would object to its 
use. 

Another sample. On Matt. xxv. 32, Mr. Storrs says, ‘‘ Jesus 
says nothing about gathering ‘the soul’ or ‘souls ” before him.” 
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— Man’s Dest., p.71. But if “all nations” are gathered before 
the judge, will there not be souls gathered? What is the soul? 
Mr. S. has told us (Sec. I.) that man, formed of dust, was first 
a dead soul, and then became a living soul ; so that man is the 
soul: and therefore, according to his own showing, if all nations 
are gathered before Christ, souls will be gathered there. 

Speaking of Jesus Christ and his apostles, he says they 
‘‘ never told their hearers, ‘ You are hastening to eternity.’ ’? — 
Ser., p. 39. Neither did they ever tell their hearers that they 
were ‘‘hastening to sleep in the grave,’’ or that they were 
‘‘ hastening to suspension ;’’ nor did they tell the ungodly that 
they were ‘‘ hastening to annihilation.’ If Mr. Storrs’s negatives 
prove any thing, then ours are equally valid; and then what 
becomes of his theory? One specimen more. ‘‘ God did not 
say to Adam, ‘ Receive ye an immortal soul.’ ’’—Discuss., p. 21. 
True, Mr. Storrs, he did not say that; but does such a negative 
prove that he did not create a soul in man capable of an exist- 
ence separate from the body? (Sec. II.) The history of 
man’s creation does not inform us that God ever said to Adam, 
‘Receive ye life ;’’ but does this disprove that Adam received 
life? Such cunning yet forceless arguments as we have here 
presented abound in the writings of materialists, from their 
leading men down to their dimmest satellites. The conclusion 
is, that the system demands them; and, furthermore, that a 
system demanding such a method must be false. (See Sec. 
XXXII.) 


LXXVII. — The doctrine of annihilation being false, it leads 
to errors concerning the whole economy of gospel salvation : 
hence the position is taken by some of its advocates, that the 
resurrection is the adoption, and that men do not become the chil- 
dren of God till that event. To sustain this false position, the 
text, Eph. i. 5, ‘‘ Having predestinated us unto the adoption of 
children by Jesus Christ to himself,” is quoted ; and then it is 
added, ‘‘ The revival into life from the dead is the adoption.” — 
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Life from the D., p. 35. That this is mere assumption may be 
seen at a glance. Such a doctrine is not taught by the text or 
context. The Ephesians were already children of God, having 
‘* believed,”’ and ‘‘ were sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise ”’ 
(verse 13) and thus were ‘‘ children of God by faith in Jesus 
Christ’? (Gal. iii. 26). 

It seems almost superfluous to produce texts to show that be- 
lievers are adopted into God’s family before death. ‘‘As many 
as received him, to them gave he power to become the sons of 
- God, even to them that believe on his name”’ (John i. 12). 
‘« As many as are led by the Spirit of God, they are the sons of 
God ”’ (Rom. viii. 14). These texts are not predicated of what 
is to take place in the resurrection, but of a relation existing 
here. ‘‘ Now are we the sons of God, and it doth not yet appear 
what we shall be: but we know, that, when he shall appear, we shall 
be like him ; for we shall see him as he is”’ (1 John iii. 2). 
Here Christians are declared to be the sons of God, and are, there- 
fore, Christ-like in this world. But there is a higher sense in 
which they shall be like him when he shall come. This higher 
sense includes the glorification of both soul and body; for they 
‘‘look for the Saviour, the Lord Jesus Christ,’’ from ‘‘heaven,”’ 
‘‘ who shall change our vile body, that it may be fashioned like 
unto his glorious body’ (Phil. iii. 20, 21). This glorious 
change of the vile, the decayed body, the apostle calls ‘‘ the 
adoption,’’ and defines it to be ‘‘ the redemption of our body”’ 
(Rom. viii. 23). From this last-named Scripture, materialists 
argue that the adoption is yet future, and will not occur till the 
resurrection. But it might with equal force be argued that 
there is no life in this present world, since a future life is prom- 
ised. We admit that am adoption, which means the redemption 
of the body from the grave, is to take place at the resurrection ; 
but the adoption, made so prominent in the Scriptures, which 
brings us into the family of God by faith, sanctifying the intel- 
lectual and moral nature, takes place in this probationary state. 
This is clearly taught in the Scriptures we have quoted, and 


236 - ANNIHILATIONISM [Part IT. 


others which might be adduced. The apostle clearly explains 
the future adoption to be the redemption of the body. The soul 
is adopted or redeemed before death, and needs not redeeming 
afterwards. The evidence of his present adoption is a very com- 
forting doctrine to the Christian ; but one form of cold material- 
ism comes, and would deprive him of this comfort by teaching 
that he does not become a son of God till the resurrection of the 
body. When Christ, the Head of the Church, came into the 
world, he was the Son of God; but it was more fully manifested 
when he arose from the dead. So believers are adopted into 
the family of God here, and are the sons of God; but the mani- 
festation of this will more fully appear at the resurrection of the 
body. Paul speaks of ‘‘the redemption of our body.’ But 
this phraseology is not exactly in keeping with the ideas of our 
opponents. ‘To speak of body and soul as distinct things is at 
war with their theory. Paul should have said ‘‘ the redemption 
of the man,’ or ‘our man.” But Paul had not the advan- 
tages of modern ideas and technicalities, so he talks about ‘‘ soul 
and body ’’ (1 Thess. v. 23), as did his Master (Matt. x. 28), 
“just as though they were distinct, and could be separated. The 
difference is this : Paul obtained his ideas from heaven ; but our 
materialists have obtained theirs from a different source. 


LXXVIII.—The following are the Scriptures from which 
Mr. Storrs derives his positive testimony against the future life 
of the wicked’: — 

“Psa. xlix. 12, 14,19. ‘ Nevertheless, man being in honor 
abideth not: he is like the beasts that perish.’ . . . ‘Like sheep 
they are laid in the grave; death shall feed on them.’ 
‘But God will redeem my soul from the power of the grave.’ 

‘He shall go to the generation of his fathers; they shall 
never see light.” (Sec. XIV.) 

‘‘Tsa. xxvi. 14. ‘They are dead, they shall not live ; ‘they are 
deceased, they shall not rise : therefore hast thou aan and de- 
stroyed them, and made all their memory to perish.’ 
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‘“‘Tsa. xliii. 17. ‘They shall lie down together, they shall not 
rise: they are extinct, they are quenched as tow.’ 

“ Jere. li. 89. ‘In their heat I will make their feasts, and I 
will make them drunken, that they may rejoice, and sleep a 
perpetual sleep, and not wake, saith the Lord.’ 

“Amos viii. 14. ‘They that swear by the sin of Samaria, 
and say, Thy god, O Dan, liveth; and, The manner of Beer- 
sheba liveth ; even they shall fall and never rise up again.’ ’? — 
Life from the D., p. 18. 

These are all the texts presented as positive proof of the non- 
resurrection of the wicked, and are all from the Old Testament. 
It is in the New Testament that ‘ life and immortality ’’ are 
brought more fully to light (2 Tim. 1. 10); but not a single text 
could Mr. Storrs find in this book, having even a jingle of sound 
that could be possibly pressed in so as to be called positive tes- 
timony! Why this darkness amid the superior light concerning 
man’s destiny? But this writer, usually bold, seems here. to 
falter a little, as if he scarcely dared to bring out the full con- 
clusion ; and says of these texts, ‘‘ We think that it is clearly 
established that some of the wicked dead will not be revived into 
life.’” He repeats the expression, and says that these writers, who 
‘‘spake as they were moved by the Holy Spirit,’’ were settled 
in the fact that there is no life from the dead for some of 
the wicked’? (p. 20). Why does he say ‘‘some of the 
wicked’? ? Are not the wicked ad/ annihilated at death, accord- 
ing to his theory? Why not screw up his courage, and be con- 
sistent, and say that none of the dead, including both the 
righteous and the wicked, will ever be raised, or ever live again ? 
This conclusion may be reached by the same unwarranted and 
arbitrary method of interpreting a few Old-Testament Scriptures. 


See Sections XLVIII. and LX XIV., where the results of this 


method are shown. 


LXXIX.— One writer produces Ezek. xviii. 4, 20, ‘‘ The 
soul that sinneth, it shall die,’’ to prove that the whole man dies 
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with the body. He says, ‘‘ To say that it shall die a spiritual 
death would be adding to the words of God.” — Gospel Light, 
p- 46. 

We reply, ‘‘ To say it shall die a literal death would be adding- 
to the words of God:”’’ and one assertion proves as much 
as the other. But God says another thing: he says (ver. 21) that 
‘if the wicked turn from his sins,’’ &c., ‘* he shall not die.”’ But 
materialism says, ‘‘ He shall die, soul and body ;”’ that he shall go 
into non-being, though he repent ever so much, and remain dead 
till the resurrection: and in this way is God contradicted. That 
physical death is not meant is evident from the fact that it says 
of the righteous that they shall not die; and also of the un- 
righteous, that, if they turn, they shall not die, but live ; yet both 
of these classes do die a physical death. This Scripture, then, 
furnishes no evidence of materialism. 


LXXX.— Some writers of the materialistic school attempt 
to teach their doctrine by setting evangelical doctrine in juxta- 
position with certain Scriptures (Mat. Scrip., p. 32). If this — 
is a proper method in argument, we have a right to avail our- 
selves of it: accordingly we present the following as a specimen 
of what might be done with many more texts : — ; 


BIBLE. 


1. “For which cause we faint 
not ; but though our outward man 
perish, yet the inward man is re- 
newed day by day.” — 2 Cor. iv. 
16. 


2. “I knew a man in Christ 
above fourteen years ago, whether 
in the body I cannot tell, or whether 
out of the body I cannot tell.” — 
? Cor. xii. 2. 


MATERIALISM. 


1. The inward man is the mind, 
which is but an attribute of the 
outward man, or the body, and 
therefore perishes with the body. 
Or Paul’s inward man was Christ, 
and he was renewed day by day ! 
— Sec. X. 


2. Manisa unit, and there is no 
personality that can possibly exist 
out of the body. — Sec. XI. 


See. 80.] 


3. “For I am in a strait betwixt 
two, having a desire to depart, and to 
be with Christ ; which is far better : 
nevertheless, to abide in the flesh is 
more néedful for you.” — Phil. i. 
23,24. 

4. “For I am persuaded, that 
neither death, nor life, nor angels, 
nor principalities, nor powers, . 
shall be able to separate us from 
the love of God which is in Christ 
Jesus our Lord.” — Rom. viii. 38, 
39. 

5. “Marvel not at this: for the 
hour is coming, in the which all 
that are in the graves shall hear his 
voice, and shall come forth: they 
that have done good, unto the resur- 
rection of life; and they that have 
done evil, unto the resurrection of 
damnation.” —John vy. 28, 29. 

6. “ And have hope toward God, 
which they themselves also allow, 
that there shall be a resurrection 
of the dead: both of the just and 
the unjust.” — Acts xxiv. 15. 

7. “ And they stoned Stephen, 
calling upon God, and saying, Lord 
Jesus, receive my spirit.’’ — Acts 
Vii. 59. 


8. “ Therefore we are always 
confident, knowing that whilst we 
are at home in the body, we are 
absent from the Lord. We are 
confident, I say, and willing rather 
to be absent from the body, and to 
be present with the Lord.’ — 2 Cor. 
v. 6, 8. 
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3. Man is nothing but living, 
organized dust, and must abide in 
the flesh so long as he has a living 
existence anywhere. — Sec. XIII. 


4. Death does separate from the 
love of God; for Paul and those to 
whom he wrote have been nonenti- 
ties for eighteen hundred years, and 
God cannot love that which has no 
existence. — Sec. LVIIL. 


5. Marvel not at this ; for there 
shall be a literal resurrection of 
those that have done good, anda 
figurative resurrection to a figura- 
tive damnation of those that have 
done evil. Or, marvel not at this, 
for there shall be a national resur- 
rection of the Jews. — Sec. XXII. 

6. And have hope toward 
God, which they themselves never 
allowed, that there shall be a resur- 
rection of none but the just. — Sec. 
VAL 

7. And they stoned Stephen, 
calling upon God, and saying, Lord 
Jesus receive my holy Ghost! Or, 
Lord Jesus receive my dead car- 
case! Or, the Jews, mocking, said, 
Lord Jesus, receive my spirit. — 
Sec. VIII. 

8. There is no such thing as 
absence from the body in a con- 
scious state. Paul was looking to his 
immortality after the resurrection ; 
or he was talking about his church 
relation, thinking of leaving the 
church here, and being present 
with the Lord in the church 
triumphant, some thousands of 
years in the future. — Sec. XII. 
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9. “ We that are in this taber- 
nacle do groan, being burdened.” — 
2 Cor. v. 4. 


10. “For as Jesus was three 
days and three nights in the whale’s 
belly, so shall the Son of man be 
three days and three nights in the 
heart of the earth.” — Matt. xii. 
40. 

11. “ Verily, verily, I say unto 
you, He that heareth my word, and 
believeth on him that sent me, hath 
everlasting life, and shall not come 
into condemnation ; but is passed 
from death unto life.” — John v. 
24. 

12. “ She that liveth in pleasure 
is dead while she liveth.” — 1 Tim. 
V.. 6. 

13. “ These shall go away into 
everlasting punishment.” — Matt. 
xxv. 49. 

14. “Fear not them which kill 
the body, but are not able to kill the 
soul.” — Matt. x. 28. 


15. “He that believeth and is 
baptized shall be saved ; but he that 
believeth not shall be damned.” — 
Mark xvi. 16. 


ANNIHILATIONISM 


[Part IT. 


9. It was not “we i” the 
tabernacle that groaned. It was 
the tabernacle itself that groaned. 
The tabernacle is the man, as man 
is but living, organized dust. — Sec. 
XII. 

10: As Jonas was alive in the 
fish, so Christ was alive in the 
grave, and, therefore, was never 
raised from the dead. — Sec. IV. 


11. The Christian has no eternal 
life here. By death he is thrown 
into non-being, and, therefore, will 
have no eternal life till the resurrec- 
tion. — Sec. LX 


12. No man can be alive and 
dead at the same time; for death is 
the extinction of being — Sec. LV. 


13. All punishment shall come 
to an everlasting end by annihila- 
tion. — Sec. XXIII. 


14. Men can kill the soul, as the 
soul is either the body or an attri- 
bute of it; therefore the body can- 
not be killed without killing the 
soul, and men have killed souls for 
six thousand years past whenever 
they have killed each other. — Sec. 
XXV 


15. He that believeth and is bap- 
tized shall be raised from the dead, 
after having been punished by non- 
being for thousands of years; and 
he that believeth not shall go into 
endless non-being without suffering 
a single pain as a penalty either 
before or after death. — Sec. XLV. 
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The reader, by turning to the sections referred to, will see that 
these interpretations are in accordance with expositions given by 
materialists. The list might be greatly extended. 


LXXXI.— The following extracts we take from an able 
article on Mr. C. F’. Hudson’s book by Dr. James Strong. He 
says of Mr. Hudson’s exegesis of Matt. xxv. 46, ‘‘ Waiving 
any advantage that might be taken from an equivocal sense of 
the term ‘ everlasting’ (for that would have been equally fatal 
to the ‘endless’ existence of the righteous), the author (Mr. 
Hudson), in commenting on this passage, first accepts the render- 
ing ‘punishment’ as a just equivalent of the original, and 
then seeks, by a copious but ingeniously selected array of cita- 
tions, to show that it may refer to any penal infliction, even of a 
privative character ; and concludes by insisting upon the con- 
trast with ‘life’ in the parallel clause, as showing that it refers 
- toa simple and literal extinction from being, or death of the 
soul itself, as well as the body. By this method of special 
pleading, the whole distinctive force of the text, so far as relates 
to this doctrine, is frittered away (as any passage may be upon 
whatever special point), and the whole at last reduced to this 
frigid meaning: These shall forever be blotted out of being, but 
the righteous shall possess immortal blessedness. But it does 
not appear to have struck the writer how ill adapted is the lan- 
guage employed, if meant to teach the annihilation of the wicked, 
and what a capital opportunity was neglected by our Saviour to 
be explicit on this doctrine if true... . But ‘ punishment,’ 
thus absolutely placed, cannot, after all, by any fair exegesis, be 
made equivalent to a negative privation of being: it evidently 
refers to some positive infliction, some suffering that corresponds 
to the idea of human punishment. The word itself, xoAaore is 
expressive of the application of force, as in scourging, buffeting, 
or maiming ; it alludes literally to the clipping, or pruning, of 
trees and vines, and is used topically of correction, especially 
by personal chastisement. 

16 
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‘« (See Robinson’s ‘ Lexicon of the New Testament,’ s.v.) In 
the New Testament it only occurs elsewhere in 1 John iv. 18, 
where it is spoken figuratively of mental agony induced by fear, 
and is rendered ‘torment ;’ and the kindred verb xodalo is 
used in Acts iv. 21, of the punishing of the apostles by stripes, 
by order of the Jewish Sanhedrim. No one but an advocate of 
the author’s theory would have ever dreamed of his interpreta- 
tion. The passage as clearly speaks of a severe infliction of 
conscious pain as any language that could weil have been used. 
. . . Finally, if the author’s exegesis be allowed, and a perfect 
parallel supposed to be intended between the two members of 
the sentence, so that ‘life’ in one shall answer to ‘ death’ in 
the other, then it follows, either that as simple cessation of being 
is predicated of the bad, so mere continuance of existence is 
promised to the good ; or if these terms be taken, as the author 
allows, in the Jewish sense of the blessings attendant upon life, 
and the reverse, then the endless happiness of the righteous is 
still asserted to have its counterpart in the unending misery of 
the wicked. There is no escape from the alternative: the fate 
of the last is linked by un explicit contrast with the destiny of 
the good ; and there is the same warrant for the woe of the one 
as for the bliss of the other.’? — Methodist Quarterly Review, 
July, 1858, pp. 411-413. (See, also, Secs. XXIII, XLVLI., 
LXVIL.) 


LXXXII. — “ Why is it that we find no such expressions in 
the Bible as ‘ never-dying soul,’ ‘ undying spirit,’ and ‘immortal 
soul,’ if the soul-entity of the popular churches is true?’’ We 
are told that these phrases are in frequent use in the pulpits, and 
as they are not found in the Bible, the conclusion is that those 
who use them teach error. We have already shown in this work 
(Sees. XII. and LXXVI.) that none are more given to the use 
of forms of language not found in the Bible, to teach their sen- 
timents, than are the teachers of annihilation. 

It was not necessary, neither was it the great work of the 
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inspired teachers, to labor to establish the doctrine that the soul 
would never become extinct ; and sure we are that they have put 
forth no effort to prove its annihilation. These teachers came 
among a people who generally believed in the endless existence of 
the human soul ; and their teaching concerning man’s future condi- 
tion was based upon the fact of this existence. They tell men a 
great deal more than the mere fact that they shall exist. They 
tell both the righteous and the wicked how they shall exist. 
The Scriptures speak in language which implies the eternal exist- 
ence both of the righteous and the wicked, and which, consider- 
ing the belief of the people, must have been so understood. They 
labor, not so much to show the duration of that existence, as 
they do the condition of the ungodly in that existence ; and the 
same may be said of the righteous. The awful and positive 
assertions of the eternal duration of punishment are found in 
the following expressions: ‘‘ Blackness and darkness forever,”’ 
‘* everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his angels,”’ ‘‘ shame 
and everlasting contempt,” ‘‘ resurrection to damnation,”’ ‘‘ where 
their worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched,” ‘‘ the smoke of 


their torments ascend up for ever and ever,”’ ‘‘ 
AF 1 ES 


ba (at 


in danger of eternal 
shall go away into everlasting punishment.” In 
these and other expressions we learn the condition of the wicked 
after death. 

It is the merest quibbling to base an argument on the absence 
of the phrases under consideration, when there is so much strong 
language applied. to the condition and destiny of the soul, all 
implying its future existence. What matters it if the Bible does 
not use the phrase, ‘‘ never-dying soul,’’ so long as it teaches the 
thing? We have met with the phrase ‘‘ eternal death’’ in the 
writings of some materialists ; but where do we find such an ex- 
pression in the Scriptures? Will our opponents admit that there 
is no eternal death, because this expression is not in the Bible? 

Another example of this kind of argument is found in the 
following : ‘‘ Not one solitary text can be found where Jesus 
promised his followers that they should go to heaven at death, 


damnation, 


244 ANNIHILATIONISM . [Part IT. 


or to any other place of conscious delight.’”— Watch Tower, 
p. 35. Sosays Mr. Storrs. To annihilate Mr. S.’s theory in 
the same way, we have only to assert that ‘not one solitary 
text can be found where Jesus’’ has ever threatened unbelievers 
with extinction of being, either at death or after the resurrection. 
Let Mr. Storrs produce such a text if he can. Can the truth of 
God require such arguments to sustain it? Yet just such 
abound in the writings of materialists. 


LXXXITI.—In addition to those clear and forcible texts 
which have been more fully examined, teaching the compound 
nature of man, we select a few more, which may be considered 
rather as indirect evidences of this fact. We readily accede to 
the statement that the Scriptures, in their language, are suited 
to ‘‘ the poor and unlearned.”’ (Sec. LXXVII.) The “ wn- 
learned ’’ but common-sense reader will readily see the bearing 
of the following texts, which are presented with but few com- 
ments, upon the subject under consideration. 

Gen. xxxv. 18: ‘‘ And it came to pass as her soul was in 
departing (for she died), that she called his name Ben-oni.” If 
such words were uttered by a materialist, should we not think he 
had renounced his doctrine? Animal life dies with the body. 
What. was it, then, that departed ? 

1 Kings xvii. 21: ‘I pray thee let this child’s soul come 
unto him again.” Luke viii. 55: ‘‘ And her spirit came again, 
and she arose straightway: and he commanded to give her 
meat.’? What would the unlearned man gather from these 
texts? This language ill comports with materialism. 

1 Cor. ii. 11: ‘‘ For what man knoweth the things of a man, 
save the spirit of man which is in him? Even so, the things 
of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God.” Here 
intelligence is ascribed to the spirit of man within him ; that 
is, the same spirit that was formed in the body after it was 
created of dust (Zech. xii. 1). Such language is not in har- 
mony with materialism. 
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Psa. xc. 10. ‘‘ The days of our years are threescore years and 
ten; and if by reason of strength they be fourscore years, yet 
is their strength labor and sorrow ; for it is soon cut off, and we 
fly away.’’ If man isa unit in the sense we combat, what is 
there to fly away ? | 

Job xxxil. 8: ‘‘ But there is a spirit in man, and the inspira- 
tion of the Almighty giveth them understanding.”’ | 

Man here denotes the body, — that which was created of dust. 
The expression ‘there is a spirit in man ”’ shows that the mind 
is not matter. ‘This does not accord with the ideas of materialists. 

Job xiv. 22: ‘* But his flesh upon him shall have pain, and 
his soul within him shall mourn.’’ Does this sound like material- 
ism? Mark the distinction between flesh and soul. Are body 
and soul the same, as some assert? (Sec. I.) Would the un- 
learned so read it in this passage ? . 

2 Cor. vii. 1: ‘* Let us cleanse ourselves from all filthiness of 
the flesh and spirit.”” Why say “flesh and spirit”? Is not 
the flesh the whole man, according to materialists ? 

1 Cor. vi. 20: ‘‘ Therefore glorify God in your body and in 
your spirit, which are God’s.’’ Is the spirit an attribute of the 
body? ‘Phen all one has to do is to keep the body right, and the 
attribute will be right, of course. (Sec. XX XIII.) But Paul 
- did not live in this age of advanced ideas; so he goes on talking 
- about ‘‘ body and spirit,’’ ‘‘ flesh and spirit,’ ‘‘ soul and body,” 
‘the spirits of just men made perfect,’ &c., when he should 
only say the man or the body, which would of course include all. 
the attributes. But then this kind of talk has rendered it quite 
certain that Paul was not a materialist. 

Such texts as these, and many more which might be added, if 
not a direct, are an indirect condemnation of materialism, and 
are well calculated to mislead the ‘‘ unlearned,”’ if that doctrine 
is true. 


LXXXIV.— Our main object has been to show that annihi- 
lationism, and consequently materialism, is at war with the 
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teachings of the Scriptures, and therefore have said nothing pro 
nor con. of the metaphysical argument. As it may be of inter- 
est and profit to some of our readers to see something of this 
against materialism, we devote this section to the following very 
clear and forcible thoughts of Mr. Colton of King’s College, 
(Eng.), as quoted by Rev. C. Hudson in his ‘‘ Reply to Bal- 
four,” pp. 74, 83: — 

Mr. Colton says, ‘‘ The argument I contend against is this: 
The mind is infantile with the body, manly in the adult, sick 
and delilitated by disease, enfeebled in the decline of life, doting 
in decrepitude, and annihilated by death. Now, it so happens, 
that, out of all the positions which make the links of this formida- _ 
ble analogical chain, the first alone is universally true, and dis- 
turbed by mo exceptions ; the intermediate links are sometimes 
right and sometimes wrong; and the last is mere assertion, 
wholly unsupported by proof. 

‘“«The universal history of man, our own experience, and the 
testimony of others, are full of instances that clearly prove that 
the assertions which intervene between the first and the last are 
as often false as they are true. And this is more than we want; 
for I must beg my readers’ attention to this particular circum- 
stance ; viz., that one exception to each of the assertions ad- 
vanced above must necessarily be as fatal to the annihilating 
clause which is inferred from them as a million. For, if there 
be any force in that mode of argument which has been termed 
reductio ad absurdum, it is evident that a single exception to 
each of the intermediate assertions between the first position 
and the last forces the materialist upon the monstrous necessity 
of admitting two distinct orders of men; and that there is one 
law of existence for one description, and a second for the other. 
If we pursue the analogy no farther than history, experience, and 
observation warrant (and this is the only logical mode of pursu- 
ing it), we are then forced upon the absurdity mentioned above ; 
for the only analogical chain which the facts authorize us to 
form is as follows: The mind is infantile with the body ; it is 
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sometimes manly in the adult, sometimes sick and debilitated by 
disease, sometimes enfeebled in the decline of life, sometimes 
doting in decrepitude, and sometimes annihilated by death ! 

‘“‘ But if the mind be only sometimes annihilated with the 
body, it must sometimes survive it; but an argument that 
would make one class of men mortal and another immortal, 
by proving too much, proves nothing, and must fall by its own 
absurdity. 

‘* Another great source of error in this most important of all 
questions is the mistaking of a strong but inexplicable connec- 
tion for an inseparable identity. But, in the first place, I 
should humbly conceive that it is quite as unphilosophical to say 
that a lump of brain thinks, as that an eye sees: the one, indeed, 
ministers to thought, as the other to vision; for the eye, though 
it be necessary and subservient to vision, can, strictly speaking, 
be no more said to see than a microscope or a telescope. It is, 
indeed, a finer instrument than either, but still an instrument, and 
capable of being assisted by both. This observation will apply 
to other senses ; but I have selected that of vision as the most 
refined. We all know that the two eyes paint two minute and 
enverted images of an object on the retina ; having done this, they 
have done all that is expected of them. What power is it, then, 
that rectifies all the errors of this machinery as to number, po- 
sition, and size, and presents us with one upright object, in its 
just dimensions and proportions ? 

‘* All this is certainly not effected by the eyes; for a paralysis 
of the optic nerve instantly and totally destroys their powers, 
without in the slightest manner affecting their organization. The 
optic nerve, then, it seems, and the eye, are both necessary to 
vision ; but are they al that is necessary? Certainly not. Be- 
cause, if we proceed a little farther, we shall find that certain 
effects operating upon the brain will completely and instantly 
destroy the powers of vision; the optic nerve and the eye both 
remaining unaltered and undisturbed. How, then, are these 
effects produced? Are their causes always mechanical, as from 
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pressure or the violence of a blow? No: they are often mor- 
bid, the result of increased action brought on by inflammation, 
or of diseased structure superinduced by abscess. But are there 
not causes, neither morbid nor mechanical, that have been found 
capable of producing similar effect? Yes: a few sounds acting 
upon the tympanum of the ear, or a few black and small figures 
scribbled on a piece of white paper, have been known to knock 
a man down effectually as a sledge-hammer, and to deprive him 
not only of vision, but even of life. 

‘‘ Here, then, we have instances of mind acting upon matter, 
and I by no means affirm that matter does not act upon mind : for 
to those who advocate the intimate connection between body and 
mind, these reciprocities of action are easily reconcilable; but 
this will be an insuperable difficulty to those who affirm the iden- 
tity of mind and body, which, however, is not for us, but for 
those who maintain this doctrine, to overcome. But, if mind be 
indeed so inseparably identified with matter, that the dissolution 
of the one must necessarily involve the destruction of the other, 
how comes it to pass that we so often see the body survive the 
mind in one man, and the mind survive the body in another ? 
Why do they not agree to die together? How happened it that 
the body of Swift became for so many years the living tomb of his 
mind? and, as in some cases of paralysis, how are we to account 
for the phenomena of the body reduced to the most deplorable 
and helpless debility, without any corresponding weakness or 
hebetation of the mind? Again: if the mind be indeed not the 
tenant of the corporeal dwelling, but an absolute and component 
part of the dwelling itself, where does the mysterious but tangr- 
ble palladium of this temple reside? Where are we to go to 
find it? since, if material, why-cannot it be felt, handled, and 
seen? But she resides, we are informed, in the inmost recesses 
of her sensorium, the brain : a mere assertion that can never be 
proved ; for if she doth enlighten this little citadel, it is with a 
ray like those sepulchral lamps, which, the instant we discover, 
we destroy. But if we return to the evidence of facts, the dis- 


Sec. 84.] NOT OF THE BIBLE. 249 


sections carried on by Morgagni, Haller, Bonnet, and others, 
do most thoroughly and irrefutably establish one most important, 
and to me, at least, consoling truth, that there is no part of the 
brain, either cortical or medullary, not even the pineal gland it- 
self, that has not, in one instance or in another, been totally de- 
stroyed by disease, but without producing in the patient any 
corresponding alienation or hallucination of the mind; in some 
cases without any suspicion of such disease during life, and 
without any discovery of it till after death, by dissection. But 
we shall be told, perhaps, that the thinking faculty may be some- 
thing residing in the very centre of the pineal gland, but so mi- 
nute as to survive the destruction even of that in which it is 
enclosed. The pineal gland does, indeed, contain afew particles 
of schistous or gritty substance, but which, alas! prove little for 
the argument of him who would designate thought to be nothing 
more than the result of a more curious and complicated organi- 
zation ; since these particles, on examination, turn out to be noth- 
ing more nor less than phosphate of lime ! 

‘** And this intimate union between body and mind is, in fact, 
analogous to all that we see and feel and comprehend. Thus 
we observe that the material stimuli of alcohol or opium act 
upon the mind through the body, and that the moral stimuli of 
love or of anger act upon the body through the mind. There 
are reciprocities of action that establish the principle of connec- 
tion between the two, but are fatal to that of an identity. 

‘We contend for a strong but imexplicable connection be- 
tween body and mind; and, upon this principle, all the sympa- 
thies of mutual pleasure and of pain, and all the reciprocities 
of rest and of action, are both natural and intelligible. But 
those who advocate the ¢dentety of body and mind will find they 
have embraced a theory surrounded by facts that oppose at every 
point, — facts which their system will neither enable them to ex- 
plain, nor their experience to deny. or does not every passion 
of the mind act directly and primarily upon the body, with 
greater or lesser influence in proportion to their force? Does 
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not activity belong on this occasion to the mind, and mere pas- 
siveness to the body? Does not the quickened circulation follow 
the anger, the start, the surprise; and the swoon the sorrow ? 
Do not these instances, and a thousand others, clearly convince 
us that priority of action here belongs to the mind and not to the 
body? And those whodeny this are reduced to the ridiculous 
absurdity of attempting to prove that a man is frightened, and 
that the motion produces the terror, not the terror the motion: a 
kind of logic this that would become a Falstaff much better 
than a philosopher. 

‘‘ In the former part of this argument, I have admitted that 
the proposition that the mind is infantile with the body is a 
general rule, disturbed by no exceptions. But this truism, I 
presume, will perform but little, either for the materialist or 
against him, because the terms are convertible. ‘The mind is 
infantile with the body,’ says the materialist; but has not the 
immaterialist quite as niuch reason on his side, should he feel 
inclined to assert that the body is infantile with the mind? 
For observe : we do not contend that the mind has no beginning, 
but that it shall have no end; and it appears that the body is 
appointed to be the first stage of its existence. Therefore, I 
should rather affirm that the body is infantile with the mind, than 
that the mind is infantile with the body; and that a fuller and 
stronger demonstration of all the powers and faculties of the 
mind evinces itself in proportion as a more mature development 
of the organs of the body enables it passively to receive the 
impressions, and actively to execute the sovereign volitions, of 
the mind. And, in confirmation of this mode of considering 
the subject, we may observe that children often have a tolerable / 
idea of a thing desired or feared, long before they are able to 
express the term by which it is described. The mind precedes 
the tongue ; and the effort and wish to speak evinces itself much 
earlier than the power to do so. The distinguishing and endear- 
ing characteristics of mother are sufficiently understood by the 
infant, long before it can call her by name; and the infantile 


Sec. 84.] NOT OF THE BIBLE. 251 


mind is not without a thousand modes of expressing its feelings, 
long before the lagging organs of the body are sufficiently devel- 
oped to accomplish the articulation of them. 

‘« But, if mind be material, it must be both extended and di- 
visible ; for these are properties inseparable from matter. But 
the absurdity of such a supposition startied even the boldest of 
sceptics, because hé happened also to be the most acute. I shall, 
therefore, quote a passage from Mr. Hume, who will be allowed, 
by materialists at least, to be an orthodox authority. ‘There is 
one argument,’ says he, ‘commonly employed for the immate- 
riality of the soul, which seerns to be remarkable. Whatever 
is extended consists of parts; and whatever consists of parts is 
divisible, if not in reality, at least in imagination. But vt is im- 
possible that any thing divisible can be joined to a thought or a 
perception, which is a being altogether inseparable and indivis- 
ble. or supposing a conjunction, would the indivisible 
thought exist on the. right hand or on the left of this extended 
divisible body, on the surface or in the middle, on the back or 
fore side of it? Ifit be conjoined with the extension, it must 
exist somewhere within its dimensions. If it exists within its 
dimensions, it must either exist in one particular part ; and then 
that particular part is indivisible, and the perception is conjoined 
only with it, not with the extension: or, if the thoughts exist in 
every part, it must also be extended, and separable and divisible, 
as well as the body; which is utterly absurd and contradictory. 
For can any one conceive of a passion a yard in length, a foot 
in breadth, and an inch in thickness? Thought, therefore, and 
extension, are qualities wholly incompatible, and never can 
incorporate together in one subject. 

‘* Again: all mind is conscious of its own existence ; but, if 
mind be material, matter must be conscious of its own existence 
too: for this consciousness is inseparable from mind; and, if 
mind be composed of matter, that which is inseparable from one 
cannot be denied by the other. These are some of the absurd- 
ities which the capacious credulity of infidelity and the bold 
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belief of unbelievers will find it more easy to swallow than to 

digest. But, if the mind be material, what has death to do with 
the annihilation of it? for death has no power over matter. But 
we are told that ‘‘ the thinking faculty is nothing more than the 
result of a more curious and complicated organization.” Yet 
what is this but an attempt to illustrate what is obscure by an 
explanation which is more so? Can we for a moment believe 
that a mere juxtaposition of parts is able to convey the highest 
activity and energy to that whose very essence it is to be, on all 
oceasions, of all created things the most inactive and inert? If 
we request the materialist to explain this kind of hocus pocus, 
I suspect he can only do it by repeating hoc est corpus, the well-_ 
known etymology of the term. Nature, then, it would seem, no 
less than art, has her ewps and her balls ; and a small portion of 
matter thrown into the inside of a little globe of bones acquires 
properties and powers diametrically opposite to all those which, 
on the out-side of it, it has been ascertained invariably to 
possess. 

‘Neither does that gulf of insurmountable ignorance under 
which we labor as to the nature of this mysterious union of 
body to mind invalidate in the slightest degree the proofs of 
its existence ; for no one, I presume, will be hardy enough to 
deny the existence of life: and yet the union of life with body 
is quite as inexplicable as the union of mind superadded to both. 
Let us, then, be as candid in the one case as in the other, and 
apply the same reasoning to mind that we have all consented to 
with regard to life. Let us affirm of both of them, that we know 
lhe of either but by their effects ; which eile however, 
do most fully and firmly establish their existence.’ 

It is proper to say that the materialism combated tex Mr. 
Colton in the foregoing was not that which sought support from 
the Bible; but, on the contrary, its votaries, among other causes, 
were offended with the Bible, because it, to their minds, so 
clearly taught that the soul was a distinct entity, and that end- 
less punishment was the doom of the ungodly. But as some 
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who profess to draw their doctrine of annihilation from the Scrip- 
tures sometimes resort to this philosophy in aid of their cause, 
the extract may not be out of place here. 


LXXXV.— The annihilationists, in order to excite prejudice 
against evangelical views, unite with other sects, of perhaps 
greater infidel proclivities, in giving publicity to some of the 
strong sayings of Edwards, Saurin, and others, who have left 
sermons in favor of eternal punishment. The extracts to which 
we refer are a kind of common stock among all of the so-called. 
liberals. By the use made of them, great injustice is done, not 
only to evangelical labors generally, but to the worthy divines 
from whose sermons they are extracted; for they, as may be 
seen by their sermons, urged this doctrine as only one of the 
many motives they presented to turn men from sin. But were 
we to judge only from the writings of the opponents of this doc- 
trine, we should conclude that terror, Terror, THRROR, and 
nothing else, sounded out from evangelical pulpits: hence Mr. 
C. I’. Hudson says, ‘‘ The whole theory of conversion by terror 
is a great and radical error.’’ —Jm. through Christ, p. 13. 
But who ever attempted to convert sinners by terroronly? We 
have been somewhat extensively acquainted with Christian efforts 
for forty years past, and we have never yet known an evangeli- 
cal minister who taught that terror converted the sinner. This 
kind of cant abounds in the writings and sayings of anti-evangel- 
ical men. It is a crafty appeal to the pride of the unconverted, 
to induce them. to feel, that; if they embrace religion, they must 
be frightened into it, and is a mere caricature of evangelical 
teachings. To induce sinners to repent, Christian ministers urge 
the goodness of God, as seen in his providential dealings ; his 
great love in the gift of his Son, Holy Word, and Spirit, his 
forbearance and long-suffering, —a theme upon which those who 
deny the vicarious atonement of Christ cannot well dwell; for 
some such contend that none are saved from any deserved pun- 
ishment by the Saviour’s death, and some among them assert 
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that punishment is immediately inflicted; that ‘‘ as soon as the 
thunder follows the lightning’s flash, so soon does punishment 
follow crime.’’ All will see that this drives forbearance and 
long-suffering completely out of the divine administration. We 
do not charge these views. upon the destructionists, but upon 
some of their allies in their crusade against eternal punishment. 
But ministers of the evangelical faith urge the long-suffering 
of God asa powerful motive. They appeal, also, to the self- 
interest of the sinner; urging, in various ways, his obligations to 
God, and the example and influence he owes to his fellow-men ; 
showing him that he is not only wronging himself, but is also 
doing a wrong to others, by his irreligious life. They urge the 
duty of immediate repentance, and the danger of delay ; and, 
in doing this, they appeal to his fears by the terrific declarations 
of God’s word.- Are they wrong in making such appeals? 
Are they not authorized by the commission given by the 
Great Master to say, ‘‘ He that believeth not shall be 
damned’? (Mark xvi. 16)? Did not the meek and loving 
Saviour himself preach terror? To the wicked he said, 
‘* How can ye escape the damnation of hell ?”’ (Matt. xxiii. 33.) 
Again : ‘“‘ He that blasphemeth against the Holy Ghost hath never 
forgiveness, but is in danger of eternal-damnation”’ (Mark iii. 
29). Is there nothing terrible in the damnation of hell? Is 
there nothing terrific in being cut off from all forgiveness, and in 
being in danger of eternal damnation ? “Depart, ye cursed, 
into everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his angels” 
(Matt. xxv. 41). ‘‘ These shall go away into everlasting pun- 
ishment’”’ (ver. 46). Is there nothing fearful in going away 
into everlasting punishment, into a place prepared for the 
devil and his angels? Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, after 
treating upon death. and judgment, says, ‘‘ Knowing, therefore, 
the terrors of the Lord, we persuade men”’ (2 Cor. v. 11). 
Scores of other texts might be adduced, showing, that, while 
they present other motives, the Scriptures abundantly authorize 
appeals of the most solemn and terrific character to the fears of 


Sec. 85. ] NOT OF THE BIBLE. 255 


ungodly men. Now, why do not our opponents, instead of 
selecting passages from Edwards and Saurin, select these and 
many other of the terrific portions of Inspiration, and hold them 
up to the contempt of their readers? Doubtless some would be 
delighted by such an effort, and be induced the more heartily to 
despise evangelical religion. 

That God has a law, all will admit who believe in his being. 
But can there be law without penalty? To talk of law without 
a penalty is a solecism. Is not a penalty an appeal to the fears 
of those for whom the law is made? Can the gospel be preached 
without apprising men of their danger, and what the gospel pro- 
poses to deliver them from? Certainly not. 

In good Universalist style, Mr. Hudson says, ‘‘God is not 
and cannot be love, if any of his creatures suffer forever ”’ (p. 
13). Another says, ‘‘ God is represented asakind parent; and 
no kind parent will inflict punishment on his children further than 
is for their benefit.’”” — Gospel Light, p. 59. 

Here we have the old mode of reasoning from man to God, 
making the Almighty altogether such an one as ourselves. Ad- 
mit the validity of such reasoning, and it were easy to show, 
from the existence of present evil, that God should be ranked 
among the most cruel beings in the universe. What kind parent 
would bring children into being, and continue them in existence 
for seventy years, more or less, subject to all the sin and untold 
sufferings of this present life, and then annihilate them? Would 
not a kind parent, if he had the power, remove the evil, and con- 
tinue them in a happy existence? (Sec. LXXXVII.) God 
has almighty power, yet present misery exists. Is it said that 
this suffering is disciplinary, and will secure to the sufferer great 
good in the end? But a sceptic might inquire if an almighty 
being is under the necessity of first making a being miserable 
before he can make him happy. Many suffer not for their own 
sins, but as a result of the sins of others. But does discipline 
for his own sins always result in the reformation of the sinner ? 
‘*ivil men and seducers shall wax worse and worse, deceiving 
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and being deceived’ (2 Tim. i. 13). Disciplined at every 
step, they wax worse and worse, until, rotten ripe in pollution, 
death takes them, and they become as senseless as stones forever, 
according to Mr. Storrs’s teachings ; or, according to Mr. Hudson, 
they fall into a state of drowsy consciousness, and, in the resur- 
rection, try to come up, but are annihilated in the effort! (Sec. 
VII.) What good has discipline accomplished in their case ? 
Though fallacious, it is plausible for a Universalist to talk of dis- 
cipline in respect to the future. But, for an annihilationist, there 
is not even plausibility. Since, then, it would be cruel for an 
earthly parent to voluntarily place his children in the circumstances 
we have named, and then kill them, if the reasoning of our oppo- 
nents is correct, it is certainly cruel in God to place his creatures 
thus, and then annihilate them. Such, in brief, is the result of 
the argument. It might be extensively elaborated. But to 
return to the thought with which we commenced, we ask, Does 
the annihilation theory exclude all terror from its teachings ? 
Hear Mr. Storrs. Speaking of the penalty of sin, he says, 
‘* That itis not a state of suffering is admitted ; but that it is 
not the very highest and most fearful punishment known in 
nature or revelation is denied. Nature knows nothing so fear- 
ful, and Scripture reveals nothing so terrific. Too vile to live, 
they are dissolved to dust, and perish like the brutes.’’ — Life 
from the Dead, p. 8. And Mr. Hudson himself says, ‘‘ Man 
cannot despise divine goodness and long-suffering without treas- 
uring up wrath against the day of wrath.’’ — Debt and Grace, 
p- 110. 

These authors, then, deem God’s penalty of sin a wrathful and 
terrible thing ; and shall not this terror be proclaimed as a motive 
to induce men to repent ? What folly, then, to use such kind 
of cant as some writers of this class indulge in ! 

We are not disposed to rank all destructionists with the enemies 
of the cross, for there are many of them who are persons of 
experimental and practical religion. The most of these, however, 
obtained their Christian experience before they were deluded into 
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their present errors, and, in spate of them, retain something of 
their piety. But we have never known any to be improved by 
the delusion ; while not a few have imbibed the anti-church spirit, 
when, under God, they are indebted to the Christian Church for 
all the hope of heaven they have. (Sec. C.) Some, thus per- 
verted, do not see the ruinous influence of their doctrine, and 
how, by their teachings, they are aiding those who never lead 
sinners to Christ. A Universalist, speaking of destructionists, 
said, ‘‘I like them. They are doing a good work. I have no 
faith in their annihilation notions : but they are with usin driving 
out the old doctrine of endless punishment ; and when the world 
is rid of that, and the doctrine of vicarious atonement, there 
will be but little trouble with annihilation.”’ 

How extensively vicarious atonement is rejected by the 
destructionists, we have not the means of determining, as their 
publications before us say but little upon the subject. Consis- 
tency demands, however, that, with the views entertained by some 
of the penalty of sin, it should be set aside. Mr. Storrs gives 
us his views, which we find equally as defective and absurd as 
are his views of the penalty of sin. It is patent to all who 
read, that the Bible teaches that the sufferings of Christ in aton- 
ing for sin were intense. See Isa. li. 6, 8, 11, 12: compare 
Luke xxii. 24, 44, and 1 Cor. xv. 3, 1 Pet. iii. 18, 1 Pet. ii. 
24,25. It is repeatedly stated, in different forms of speech, that 
he suffered for us, that he suffered for sins, &e. Now if, as 
Messrs. Storrs and Grant both contend (Sec. I.), man by his 
sin is exposed to no suffering whatever as a penalty, why should 
Christ have suffered so intensely to redeem man? ‘The penalty, 
say these men, is non-being without a single pang; yet it was 
necessary for Christ to suffer the most extreme agony, and die a 
most ignominious death, to redeem the sinner! ‘The truth is, 
their views concerning the soul and the penalty of sin, if ad- 
mitted, tear up the whole foundation of the gospel scheme. Many 
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doctrine ; but the words of Cowper are worthy of consideration, 
when he says, — 
“The breach, though small at first, soon opening wide, 
In rushes folly with a full-moon tide ; 
Then welcome errors of whatever size, 
To justify it by a thousand lies.” 

We find destructionists, spiritualists, Broad-Church _pre- 
tenders to Christianity, and Universalists, all in battle array 
against the doctrine of eternal punishment, manifesting the same 
spirit and using the same weapons in their warfare against this. 
doctrine of what they call ‘‘the popular churches:”? and — 
although there is a wide difference, in some particulars, between 
destructionists and some of these named, yet extremes, like the 
two ends of a hoop, sometimes meet; and here we find them 
meeting in this crusade against God’s penalties, and none of them 
over-scrupulous about the means to be used in the contest. 


LXXXVI. — Make-weight Texts. All acquainted with the 
writings of the destructionists have witnessed not only the dis- 
play of texts they frequently make, as to numbers, —a thing which 
we could easily do with the license they take, — but also the crafty 
use of certain short sentences, torn, it may be, out of their con- 
nection, and perverted to round out their arguments. We collect 
in this section the short, standard proof-texts of the order, so the 
reader may see them at a glance. These are ever in use, and 
are relied upon with the greatest confidence in proof of their doc- 
trine. They are not only the main timber in the crazy building, 
but are a sort of make-weight texts thrown in at any time, as the 
grocer throws in a few shot to balance the scales in weighing. 

We present the following, with brief statements, the truth-. 
fulness of which may be seen by turning to the sections re- 
ferred to :— 

Obad. xvi. : ‘‘Zhey shall be as though they had not been.’ 
As a nation, the Babylonians should cease to exist. No refer- 
ence whatever to the future condition of individuals. (See. 
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Job vi. 18: “They go to nothing, and perish.” A strong 
expression to denote the end of earthly existence. If they go 
absolutely to nothing, then there is nothing to be raised from the 
dead. (Secs. XXVI., XLIV.) 

Psa. xxxvil. 10, 11: ‘‘Zhe wicked shall not be.’’ Where 
shall they not be? Why, in this world. If ‘shall not be”’ 
denotes annihilation, then the righteous are to become extinct. 
Do not materialists tell us that all are in a state of non-being as 
soon as death oceurs? (Sec. XLVII.) 

Psa. xlix. 19: ‘They shall never see light.’’ Does this 
prove that the wicked will never be raised? The extinction of 
the righteous at death is just as conclusively proved. (See. 
XLVIII.) 

Psa. exlvi. 4: ‘‘Mis thoughts perish.’? That is, his projects 
or plans: not that he ceases to think. (Sec. XXVIIL) 

Keel. ix. 5: ‘‘Zhe dead know not any thing.’ They know 
not what is done ‘‘ under the sun.”’ (Sec. XVI.) 

Job. xiv. 10: ‘Man giveth up the ghost, and where is he?”’ 
The answer is found, Heel. xii. 7. (Sec. XIX.) 

Jer. li. 389: ‘Sleep a perpetual sleep, and not awake.” 
Literally understood, precludes the possibility of a resurrection 
and second death. (Sec. XX.) 

Psa. xxxvii. 20: ‘‘Into smoke shall they consume away.” 
No proof of annihilation. Men are consumed in this world while 
yet living. (Sec. XXIX.) 

Psa. xxxvil. 9: ‘Shall be cut off.’ If this means annihila- 
tion, then both the Psalmist and Christ are annihilated. (Sec. 
oI) 

Jer. xxxi. 15: ‘‘They were not.”’ If this teaches the non- 
being of Rachel’s children, then Enoch was thrown into non- 
being thousands of years ago, and that, too, without dying! (Sec. 
LI.) 

Acts il. 84: “For David is not yet ascended.”” Peter makes 
the common distinction between soul and flesh, or body. A 
death-blow to materialism. (Sec. XLIX.) 


260 ANNIHILATIONISM [Part IT. 


2 Thess. i. 9: ‘‘Hverlasting destruction.’’ Denotes a miser- 
able existence. If annihilation is meant, then the argument 
shows that the righteous, too, will become extinct. (Sec. 
XXVI.) 

These texts, as will be seen by their examination in the sec- 
tions referred to, are perverted. Yet they are woven in, in some 
form or other, or brought in as a clincher to an argument, in 
almost every tract or publication put forth by materialists. Many 
more might be added to the number thus perverted. 


LXXXVII. — ‘God is love’? (1 John iv. 16). By the 
manner in which this saying has been treated by destructionists, 
we should conclude that love was not an attribute of God, but 
constituted the divine substance, or essence ; or, in other words, 
that love is God. But if we are to adopt this view because it is 
asserted that God is love, then we may with equal propriety affirm 
that light is God, and that spirit is God ; for it is written, ‘‘ God 
is a spirit ;”’ ‘‘ God is light.”’ By this method we might soon 
manufacture as many gods as the heathen have, with natures as 
opposite to each other. We are not to conclude, because God 
is love, that therefore he is nothing else. The love of God is 
always displayed in harmony with his other perfections. We 
admit, as is contended, that God’s love always did exist, now 
exists, and always will exist ; but it by no means follows that 
none will exist to suffer in the future. Says one writer, ‘‘ God 
is love. This is indeed his true character. That Being who has 
commanded us to love our enemies cannot fail to love his.’? — 
Gospel Light, p. 59. This is an old Universalist argument, and 
there is some plausibility in it when used by persons of that 
belief. But, when used in defence of annihilation, it is not even 
plausible ; for, if love alone is to operate in the destiny of man, 
it would certainly continue him in a happy existence forever, 
rather than to suffer him to continue in sin here, and then burn 
him up at last, as destructionists contend. What loving parent 
would burn up his wayward child? Possessing infinite wisdom 
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and power, and infinite love dictating, would he not make his 
child perfectly happy, and continue him in that happy existence 
rather than to annillate him? Most certainly he would. If 
God’s love, which will be the same in all future ages, did not 
prevent the entrance of sin and misery into the world, and does 
not now destroy it, what evidence is there, from the simple fact 
that God is love, that ali sin and suffering will ever be destroyed 
by annihilation or any other process? Just none at all. On 
the other hand, it is logical to argue, that, as sin and misery have 
existed for ages, and now exist, in connection with God’s love, 
that therefore God’s love and the misery of the wicked may 
coexist eternally. If it could be proved that the love of God 
will change at a future period, so as to operate differently in his 
moral system from what it ever did before, then, perhaps, an 
argument might be raised from it to prove that all evil will cease 
by the annihilation of the wicked as a result of such a change. 
But as God’s love never changes, and as the wide-spread suffer- 
ing of our earth for thousands of years is not incompatible with 
it, so, for aught that can be shown to the contrary, it may not be 
incompatible with it for impenitent men to suffer endlessly. For 
God to possess the attribute of love is one thing ; but for that love 
to so operate in the divine government as that no sinner will 
suffer endlessly for his sins, is quite another thing, —a thing, too, 
of which there is no proof in the Scriptures. The arguments of 
destructionists upon the divine paternity (Sec. LXX XV.) are of 
the same character with the one here presented, and equally 
fallacious. 


LXXXVIII. — “‘ But after thy hardness and impenitent heart, 
treasurest up unto thyself wrath against the day of wrath, 
and revelation of the righteous judgment of God, who will! 
render,’ &c. — Rom. ii. 5-16. , 

We have seldom seen a more bare-faced perversion, even in 
the writings of Universalists, than Mr. Storrs has exhibited in 
his work upon this portion of God’s truth (Life from the 
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Dead, pp. 71-74). He occupies nearly four pages with smoke 
in denying the future-state reference of the passage, and in an 
effort to show that ‘‘ the day in which God shall judge the secrets 
of men by Jesus Christ,” according to the gospel; the day when 
‘tribulation and anguish’? should come upon every evil-doer, 
both Jew and Gentile; the day when God ‘‘ will render to every 
man according to his deeds ;’’ the day in which God will punish 
such as ‘‘are contentious, and obey not the truth, but obey 
unrighteousness,’’ with ‘‘ tribulation and anguish ;’’ the day when 
he will reward those ‘‘ who by patient continuance in well-doing 
seek for glory, honor, and immortality,’ with ‘ eternal life,’’— 
that this day was the gospel-day, in which God was judging 
men by the grand question, ‘‘ What think ye of Christ? ’’ The 
secrets of men were being developed, and ‘indignation and 
wrath’? was to come upon the Jews first. And then he will have 
it that this day winds up with Jerusalem’s destruction : hence 
he quotes Luke xxi. 20, 22: ‘‘ When ye shall see Jerusalem 
compassed about with armies,” &¢c., and concludes that ‘‘ we are 
shut up to the conclusion that they (the Jews) have had their 
day of judgment, and that the punishment of ‘‘ indignation and 
wrath, tribulation and anguish, did come upon them, and has 
been upon them to the full extent of the law’ (p. 74). By 
reading the passage, it will be seen that co-existent conditions are 
here described by the apostle, entered upon simultaneously at the 
decision of the judge. One condition is that of ‘ tribulation 
and anguish ;’’ the other is that of bliss, called ‘‘ eternal life.”’ 
Now, were we to admit the propriety of jumbling up the gospel- 
day with the scenes of Jerusalem’s destruction, or of calling 
them both days of judgment, we ask, Were men rewarded with 
‘‘eternal life,” according to Mr. Storrs’s interpretation of that 
expression, either before or at the Jerusalem catastrophe ? Does 
not he, with great vehemence, insist that eternal life comes by 
the resurrection from the dead? Isit not his doctrine that all 
who have died, from the murder of Abel to the present hour, 
have no life whatever, any more than senseless lumps of lead? 
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How, then, could Paul be talking about ‘‘ eternal life” asa 
reward of well-doing to be received at the days of gospel preach- 
ing and Jerusalem’s destruction ? Admitting Mr. Storrs’s defini- 
tion of eternal life, this thought alone shows the rotten founda- 
tion of the fabric he has so skilfully reared. Observe, further, 
that the apostle is not describing different days, or periods of 
retribution, as is assumed, in which the Jews should be punished 
at one time and the Gentiles at another ; but it is ‘‘ in the day when 
God shall judge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ,’ when not 
only the wicked Jews but the wicked Gentiles shall be punished, 
and when those who by patient continuance in well-doing shall 
be rewarded with eternal life, when God ‘ wiil render to every 
man according to his deeds,’’ whether Jew or Gentile. Was 
this done at Jerusalem’s destruction? Was this a judgment 
upon Gentiles? Were good and bad Jews and Gentiles both 
rewarded and punished at this time, — the former with ‘‘ eternal 
life,’” and the latter with ‘‘ tribulation and anguish’? Did the 
Gentiles who had ‘‘sinned without law . . . perish without law’’ 
in the siege of Jerusalem? To, if possible, break the force of 
Paul’s words, which press so destructively against his theory, Mr. 
Storrs inquires, ‘‘ Where in the law is judgment threatened 
after the resurrection? As the Jews are specially spoken of, we 
turned to the law given by Moses, and looked in vain fora 
single item there threatening a resurrection to the wicked, with 
judgment and tribulation after. But we did find great and 
terrible punishments, or judgments, threatened on them in this 
life’? (p. 78). He then refers us to the law of Moses as 
recorded in Lev. xxvi. and Deut. xxvili. We turn to the law 
referred to, and find, as is stated, not ‘‘a single item threatening 
a resurrection to the wicked,’’ with punishment. But in these 
laws of Moses we find not only threatenings of evil to trans- 
gressors in this life, but promises of blessings to the obedient ; 
and these, also, are confined to this life. (Sec. LX XII.) Now, 
if the absence of a threatening of a resurrection to the wicked, 
with punishment, proves that the wicked will never be raised and 
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punished, what is proved by the fact that there is not a ‘‘ single 
item”? in the chapters of the laws of Moses referred to, promis- 
ing a resurrection and eternal life to the righteous? If the 
absence of such a threatening as is named proves that the 
wicked are not to live in the future, and be punished, is it not 
also proved with equal conclusiveness that the righteous will 
not live in the future to enjoy eternal blessedness? It most 
certainly is. Then what becomes of Mr. Storrs’s doctrine of the 
- resurrection and bliss of the righteous? It is annihilated by his 
own argument. Is it so, then, that there is no future life what- 
ever for any of the race? Is death to all, good and bad, an 
eternal sleep? That must be a bad cause, indeed, which 
requires an argument with such a result. Such is annihila- 
tionism. 


LXXXIX.— Having occupied the pages we have named 
(Sec. LXXXVIII.) in disposing of Rom. ii., Mr. Storrs 
next favors us with his discoveries of different dispensations, 
each of which has resulted in a day of judgment. He 
gives us seven in number, including the ‘‘ Gentile dispen- 
sation’ (!), meaning thereby the one in which we live, 
which is not yet closed. The darkened portion of the 
world have usually called this the ‘‘ gospel dispensation.”’ 
But then they must step aside for the ¢luminated. He 
names, — | 

1. Adam, who, as he says, was ‘‘in a dispensation peculiar 
to himself.”” He ‘transgressed, his dispensation ended, and 
God set in judgment on him,” and ‘ultimately he was 
executed.’ 

2. Another dispensation followed from Adam to the flood, 
when the ‘‘ judgment and execution appear to have been final.” 

3. Sodom and Gomorrah. ‘‘ Their execution was preceded 
py a judicial investigation :’’ they were convicted, condemned, 
and executed. 

4. The Egyptians had their day of judgment, and were exe- 
cuted. 
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5. The Canaanites had their day of judgment. God ‘‘hay- 
ing judged them,”’ he sent Israel to destroy them. 

6. The Jews. They were tried by the preaching of John 
and the gospel of Christ, so that they were obliged to define 
their position, and develop what they thought of Christ; and 
then their day of judgment came. 

7. “The Gentile dispensation.’’ This dispensation is to end 
in ‘‘ the great day of executive judgment.’? But why does Mr. 
Storrs limit the number of dispensations to seven? His inven- 
tive genius could start-up a half-dozen more dispensations and days 
of judgments, if he would but put himself to the task; and all 
of them equally scriptural with some of these. It will be seen 
that he extends the Jewish dispensation, as do the Universalists, 
to the destruction of Jerusalem, which is wholly unauthorized in 
the word of God, as the cross is the boundary-line between the 
Jewish and Christian dispensations (Heb. ix. 16, 17) ; but, in 
order to dispose of a certain class of Scriptures which are killing 
to his theory, it becomes necessary to do this. All these dispen- 
sations have what he calls an age of geczding character, and 
then a great day of executive judgment. This great day, with 
the Jews, was the destruction of Jerusalem. The present, 
which he calls the ‘‘ Gentile dispensation,’ now in process of 
judgment, deciding character, will terminate in a ‘‘ great day 
of executive judgment,’ when ‘‘ wrath is to come on the Gen- 
tile rejecters or perverters of the gospel; ’’ and he says that 
‘‘they now shall have indignation and wrath, tribulation and 
anguish’ as had the Jews first in their day of judgment. 
He furthermore adds, concerning this ‘‘ Gentile dispensation,”’ 
that, as ‘‘ the last Gentile generation will have had more light than 
any and all previous generations since the gospel was preached 
to the Gentiles, justly may that great ‘day of wrath’ involve 
them in sorrows and tribulations exceeding all the woes since 
wrath came upon ‘the Jews first,’ and now also upon the Gen- 
tiles.” — Life from the D., pp. 80, 81. 

How are the wicked to be destroyed at the close of the Chris- 
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tian, or what Mr. Storrs calls the Gentile, dispensation, according 
to annihilationists ? We are told that it shall be done in a day 
‘‘that shall burn as an oven ;”’ and they ‘‘ shall be stubble,” 
and as ‘‘ chaff: ”’ indicating a very quick process. Now we ask, 
if, with this sudden process of destruction, confining the execu- 
tive judgment, as he calls it, to the close of this dispensation, 
denying, of course, future retribution, more suffering will be ex- 
perienced then than has been endured through the long period 
from the destruction of Jerusalem to the end of time? Think 
of the untold sufferings under pagan Rome of millions of Chris- 
tians, and also under papal Rome; and of all that have suffered 
by famine, wars, slavery, for political offences and other causes 
which have brought them to their end; and can we conceive it 
possible that the sudden annihilation of all then living at the 
end of time will involve a greater amount of suffering than has 
been endured in the ages named? The thought cannot be en- 
tertained fora moment. Yet Mr. Storrs’s theory concerning 
the judgment requires this. He says also that ‘‘ the last Gen- 
tile generation will have had more light than any and all pre- 
vious generations since the gospel was preached to the Gentiles ; ”’ 
and assigns this as a reason why they should be punished more 
severely ; and thus admits the doctrine of degrees of punishment 
according to the different grades of crime. But stop, Mr. Storrs. 
Have you not told us, with your accustomed positiveness, 
in this same book, ‘‘ that the universal law of sin, or proper 
penalty of sin,” is not suffering, but death, ie.; being dead ? 
(Sec. I.) Then why talk of the ‘‘ greater tribulation and an- 
guish’’ that are to come upon the wicked at the close of this 
dispensation for their greater sin, because they will have more 
light ? The penalty of sin includes no suffering whatever, yet 
the last generation of the Gentiles are, in the ‘‘ day of wrath,” 
to be involved in ‘‘ sorrow and tribulation far greater than others,” 
for their greater wickedness! How serpentine is error! We, 
however, have no evidence that the wicked persons in these ca- 
lamities called by Mr. Storrs ‘“‘ days of judgment,” have suf- 
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fered more than the millions of individuals of pe good, who 
have died singly and alone. 

But why, according to his notions, should seven events in the 
history of the world be selected as times of executive judgment, 
when his theory presents a continuous executive judgment? 
Has not every sinner who has died since sinners began to die 
been adjudged and punished by extinction of being, dyn to the 
present day? His theory certainly declares this. Why, then, 
seize upon only seven events, and call them days of judgment, 
when he might with equal propriety speak of millions? His 
work, in the nine pages which he devotes to these days of judg- 
ment, can scarcely be called sophistical. It is simply a dust, to, 
if possible, obscure vision. We have given his views of judg- 
ment before death ; but does not Mr. Storrs hold to a judgment 
after death ? Most certainly he does ; and we will not withhold 
it On Heb. ix. 27, where Paul teaches a judgment after 
death (Sec. XLII.), he says ‘‘it may have reference to the 
decision as to whom among the dead were worthy to live again.” 
— Life from the D., p. 62. 

Let none hereafter say that Mr. Storrs does not admit a fw 
ture judgment! But, observe: his judgments are all before the 
resurrection. 

The leaders in the Miller delusion could seize upon almost 
any event recorded in profane history, and use it asa fulfilment 
of prophecy in teaching their false doctrine concerning the end 
of the world. We have been forcibly reminded of that sort of 
work by Mr. Storrs’s effort at manufacturing dispensations, as 
given in this section. Indeed, he may be somewhat indebted to 
that school for his education in adapting events to the wants of 
a theory, since he was a most active agent and positive calculator 
in that delusion. (Sec. LVII.) 

There are before us, in ‘‘ Zion’s Herald ”’ of Oct. 30, 1844, the 
opinions of four of the leaders of Millerism, and among them 
Mr. Storrs, which were taken from ‘‘ The Advent Herald,” edited 
ny Mr. Himes, published in the last number of that paper which 
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was ever to be issued before the coming of Christ and the burn- 
ing up of the world. The time then set was the 22d of October, 
1844, called, in their parlance, the ‘tenth day of the seventh 
month.’’ They had failed on their calculations for 1843, but 
were not cured by that defeat. Their calculations in the main 
were correct : they had simply overlooked the tarrying-time, that 
was all; so they extended the time to Oct. 22, and thus kept 
up the excitement. Just before that time, Mr. Himes says, ‘‘ We 
feel called upon to suspend our labors, and await the result. We 
shall make no provisions for issuing a paper for the following 
week.”” The opinion of each of the leaders named is given sepa- 
rately, with great positiveness, over his own signature. The fol- 
lowing is Mr. Storrs’s : — 

“‘T take up my pen with feelings such as I never before ex- 
perienced. Beyond a doubt, in my mind, the tenth day of the 
seventh month will witness the revelation of our Lord Jesus 
Christ in the clouds of heaven. We are, then, within a few 
days of that event. . . . Now comes the Zrue Midnight Cry. 
The previous was but the alarm. Now the real one is sound- 
ing. — GuorcGe Storrs.”’ 

We may admit the sincerity of such men in this: sort of 
work, by which not a few have been ruined for both worlds; but 
time has shown them to be false teachers, and prudence would 
dictate that we should not too hastily follow them as leaders in 
new theories. Mr. Storrs is now engaged in propagating that 
which is equally false with his teachings concerning the end of 
the world, twenty-six years ago. The Scriptures were twisted 
and wrenched no more to sustain the false theory of Mr. Miller 
than they now are to prove annihilation. 


XC.— Materialism affords no comfort in death. No Chris- 
tian was ever made happy in dying, by the thought that he was 
to be a blank for ages to come. If the presence of the Saviour 
is dear to the Christian here, what must be the influence upon 
his feelings, when about to die, of the doctrine which teaches 
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that his intercourse with his Saviour must be broken off for thou- 
sands of years by non-existence? The belief of a continuous 
existence, and an immediate increase of bliss after death, has 
nerved up Christians, in all ages of the church, to deeds of the 
noblest heroism, so confident were they that nothing could possi- 
bly sever the union existing between them and their God. (See. 
LVIII.) Volumes might be filled with the joyful dying words, 
left upon record, of eminent Christian men and women who are 
but the representatives of millions. If space allowed, we would 
give extracts from the dying sayings of a score or two before us ; 
among them such lights in the church as Bede, Knox, Bruce, 
Klot, Hervey, Throp, Doddridge, Wesley, Toplady, Simpson, 
Payson, Scott, Watson, Buchanan, Martin, Fisk, Cowgill, Mrs. 
Mortimer, Mrs. Fletcher, Mrs. Graham, and others. These have 
all left their dying testimonies, many of them in language of 
exultant joy, in prospect of ¢mmediate bliss, such in degree as 
they had never experienced here. This glorious hope has been 
enjoyed by the Christian Church generally. But when was it 
ever known that a materialist was made joyful by the thought 
of going into the dark abyss of non-being for an unknown period, 
unless he were some vile, unhappy wretch, who had nothing to 
expect but hell if his existence should be continued? Be it 
known, too, that the millions of happy Christians we have named 
were all under a delusion, if we admit the truth of materialisin ; 
and, furthermore, that the doctrine gives no comfort in death. 
Mr. Storrs admits this by the use he has made of the case of 
Hezekiah. He assumes that Hezekiah entertained his views, 
and that his unwillingness to die grew out of his materialism. 
(Sec. XLV.) He says of him, that ‘he could but prefer to 
remain here . . . even though attended with many sorrows and 
sufferings, to lying down in the dust of the earth, to remain 
in the silence of death till a distant day of resurrection.”” We ° 
know that the use made of Hezekiah’s history is a perversion ; 
but then the writer’s testimony is none the less forcible in favor 
of our position ; viz., that materialism gives no comfort to good 
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men in the dying hour. We had always :upposed that one de- 
sign of the gospel was to deliver its recipients from the fear of 
death (Heb. ii. 15) ; but the theory we are considering forbids 
this triumph, and teaches that even good men so dread the future 
as to be willing to endure much sorrow and suffering rather than 
to leave the world! Can this be a gospel doctrine? But the 
argument of Mr. Storrs which has led him to the position taken 
in reference to Hezekiah, is this: Hezekiah could not have be- 
lieved that he would enter into bliss immediately after death ; for, 
if that had been his faith, he would not have desired longer life 
here. But why not? Have not good men often desired to live 
for the good of others, even though they felt assured of heavenly 
bliss as soon as they should depart? Dr. Doddridge had this 
assurance, and possessed no fear of death ; yet, as we learn from 
his biography, he desired to live to render more service in his 
Master’s cause. Christian mothers, who felt that death could 
not separate them from the love and presence of God, have often 
had a desire to live for the good of their children. The desire 
of life on the part of Hezekiah is no evidence whatever that he 
was a materialist. He, like many other good men, might be 
willing to forego heavenly bliss for a season, in order to accom- 
plish good in the world. Paul knew that ‘‘to depart’ and ‘be 
with Christ ’’ would be far better than to ‘‘live in the flesh ;”’ 
but, says he, ‘‘ nevertheless, to abide in the flesh is more needful 
for you.” He was willing to live. and suffer in this world for 
the good of others, while he was confident, that, in case of his 
departure, he would be with Christ immediately. (Sec. XIII.) 

The inevitable conclusion from the foregoing is, that material- 
ism is antagonistic to the Christian’s hope, and, therefore, should 
not be received as an article of his belief. None but wicked 
men desire annthilation. Ungodly men, who are determined 
to persist in sin, will very naturally seek for comfort either in 
Universalism or annihilationism. The Christian seeks it in 
neither. 
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XCI. — Dr. David Nelson was a physician, and an unbeliever 
in the Christian religion. But facts presented themselves in his 
practice, such as led him to a more thorough investigation, and, 
subsequently, to a reception of Christianity. He then left the 
practice of medicine, and became an eminent preacher of the 
gospel. In his book, entitled ‘The Causes and Cure of Infi- 
delity,”’ he gives the process by which his mind became emanci- 
pated from scepticism. He says, ‘‘I knew that the circle of 
stupor, or insensibility, drawn around life, and through which 
all either pass, or seem to pass, who go out of life, was urged 
by some to prove that the mind could not exist unless it be in 
connection with organized matter. For the same reason, others 
have contended that our souls must sleep until the morning of 
the resurrection, when we shall regain our bodies. That which I 
witnessed for myself pushed me (willing or unwilling) in a dif- 
ferent direction ” (p. 258). Some of the facts which “‘ pushed”’ 
him in this direction were the following : First, however, we will - 
state that he discovered during his twenty years’ observation as 
a physician, that the state of the soul belonging to the dying was 
uniformly unlike that of those who only supposed themselves 
dying. He was surprised that the condition of mind in those 
who only thought themselves departing and those who actually 
were dying should differ so widely. His opinion is, that depart- 
ing ones cannot catch a near and distinct view of the future 
world till they step into the ‘‘ death-stream.’’ He finds an ilius- 
tration in two cases, — the one a Christian, the other a scoffer. 
The Christian was taken ill, and thought himself nigh unto death. 
His mind was dark, and felt no joy. His exercises of mind were 
the opposite of joy : they were extremely painful. But he was 
not departing, for he recovered. He had not been in the death- 
stream. ‘‘ After this he was taken again. He believed him- 
self dying, and was not mistaken. All was peace, serenity, 
hope, triumph.”’ 

The scoffer who mocked at holy things became seriously ili, 
and thought himself sinking in death. He had no fears. .He - 
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prided himself upon his composure, and it was the boast of his 
unbelieving friends. They exulted in the fearlessness with which 
he could enter the future state. But he had not been in the 
death-stream ; so he recovered. ‘‘ After this he was taken ill 
again. He supposed, as before, that he was entering into the 
next state, and he really was ; but his soul seemed to feel a dif- 
ferent atmosphere. The horrors of these scenes have been often, 
and are often seen. I need not endeavor to picture such a de- 
parture here. The only difficulty in which I was thrown by such 
cases was, Why was-he not thus agonized when he thought him- 
self departing? Can it be possible that we can stand so pre- 
cisely on the dividing line, that the gale from both this and the 
coming world may blow upon our cheek? Can we have a taste 
of the exercises of the next territory before we enter it? When 
I attempted to account for this on the simple ground of bravery 
and cowardice, [ was met by the two following facts : — 

‘First, I have known those (the cases are not unfrequent) 
who were brave, who had stood unflinchingly in battle’s whirl- 
pool. They had resolved never to disgrace their system of 
unbelief by a trembling death. ‘They had called to Christians 
in the tone of resolve, saying, ‘I can die as coolly as you can.’ 
I had seen those die from whom entire firmness might fairly be 
expected; I had heard groans, even if the teeth were clinched 
for fear of complaint, such as I never wish to hear again. 

‘‘Second, I had seen those depart who were naturally timid, 
who expected themselves to meet death with fright and alarm: I 
have heard such, as it were, sing before Jordan was half forded. 
I had seen faces, where, pallid as they were, I beheld more 
celestial triumph than I had ever witnessed anywhere else: in 
that voice there was a sweetness, and in that eye there was a 
- glory, which I never could have fancied in the death-spasm, if I 
had not been near’”’ (pp. 263-4). 

As illustrative of the greater activity of the mind on its near 
approach to the future world, Dr. Nelson gives the follow- 
ing «= 
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‘‘T was called to see a female who departed under an 
influence which causes the patient to faint again and again, 
more and still more profoundly, until they depart entirely. or 
the information of physicians, I mention it was uterine hem- 
orrhage from inseparable attached placenta. When recovered 
from the first condition of syncope, she appeared as unconscious, 
or as destitute of active spirit, as others usually do. She sank 
again, and revived: it was still the same. She fainted more 
profoundly still ; and, when awake again, she appeared as others 
usually do who have no thoughts which they can recall. At 
lenoth she appeared entirely gone. It did seem as though the 
struggle was forever past. Her weeping relatives clasped their 
hands, and exclaimed, ‘She is dead!’ but, unexpectedly, she 
waked once more, and, glancing her eyes on one who sat near, 
exclaimed, ‘O Sarah! I was in an entirely new place!’ and 
sunk to remain insensible to the things of the place we live in”’ 
(p. 260). 

We present another case, as follows: ‘‘In the city of St. 
Louis, a female departed, who had a strong portion of the com- 
forts of Christianity. It was after some kind of spasm that was 
strong enough to have been the death-struggle, that she said in 
a whisper (being unable to speak aloud) to her young pastor, 
‘I had a sight of home, and [ saw my Saviour !’ 

‘‘ There were others, who, after wading as far as that which 
seemed to be the middle of the river, and returning, thought 
they had seen a different world, and that they had an antepast of 
hell. But these cases we pass over’ (p. 262). 

The case of an eminent Christian man is given, who, when 
about to die, was under a cloud. He said, ‘‘ I am not as happy 
as I could wish, or as I expected. I cannot say that I distrust 
my Saviour, for [ know in whom I have believed; but I have 
not the pleasing readiness to depart which I had looked for.”’ 
This gave great distress to his relatives. His daughter, in par- 
ticular, was distressingly anxious. The process was very slow, 


and still he had no exhilaration. The anxious daughter made an 
18 
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agreement with him, before his sight and hearing failed, that if, 
at any time, as he advanced, he had a foretaste of heavenly 
delight, she was to receive a certain token by his hand. She 
held bis hand hour after hour. ‘‘ After a time he appeared 
almost unconscious of any thing: and the obstructed: breathing 
peculiar to death was advanced near its termination, when he 
gave the token to his pale but joyous daughter ; and the expres- 
sive flash of exultation was seen to spread itself through the stif- 
fened muscles of his face’’ (p. 266). 

Does this fact harmonize with materialism ? Does the death- 
chill on man’s physical nature add to his joy? ‘* When his eye- 
sight leaves, and his hearing becomes confused, and his breath 
becomes convulsed, and he sinks into the cold, fainting, sicken- 
ing condition of pallid death,’’ are we then to expect that his 
exultation is to commence? If the whole man is but organized 
dust, we should reasonably conclude, that, as the organism grows 
cold and stiff, and sinks to pallid death, the exultation would 
grow less and less; and that, too, without a single exception. 
But all who have extensively witnessed Christian death-bed 
scenes know, that often, when the physical nature has been the 
most sluggish, the Christian’s exultation has greatly increased ; 
which shows that there is something above the body, and which 
does not decay and die with it. That something the Saviour 
calls ‘‘ the soul’? (Matt. x. 28). 

Speaking of this closing period, Dr. Nelson says, ‘‘ Then is 
the time when many who enter the dark valley cheerless begin 
to see something that transports ; but some are too low to tell of 
it, and their friends think they departed under a cloud, when 
they really did not. It isat this stage of the journey that the 
enemy of God, who started with the look of defiance and words 
of pride, seems to meet that which alters his views and expecta- | 
tions ; but he cannot tell it, for his tongue can no longer move ”’ 
(p. 266). 

From these facts, and others which we have not transcribed 
from this excellent book, Dr. Nelson was led to reject material- 
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ism, and to believe in the divinity of tlie Christian religion. And 
do not these facts harmonize with the Scriptures concerning 
departing and the departed ? 

We concede nothing to that form of abominable infidelity 
called spiritualism, by which many are ruined for both worlds, 
when we state it as our belief that Christians, while in the death- 
stream, are not only privileged with a view of the heavenly shore, : 
but also are often permitted to recognize the spirits of dear friends 
who have died in the Lord, and are blessed ‘‘ from henceforth.” 
This is inferable not only from the statements here given, but 
also from facts concerning the departure of Christians derived 
from other sources. But, observe, this recognition takes place 
not till we enter the ‘‘death-stream.”’ It is only at this point 
‘in the soul’s journey that we can have such views as we have 
named of the ‘‘ territory before we enter it.”’ 

Bishop Clark, in his ‘‘ Death-bed Scenes,’’ furnishes us a very 
touching account, taken from ‘‘ The National Era,’’ of a little girl 
whose mother departed too early for her recognition, but, on 
being instructed concerning her, would often desire to be taken 
into the parlor to gaze upon her portrait. The child was preco- 
cious, but very frail. Her hour of departure at length came, and 
weeping neighbors assembled to see the child die, ‘‘ The little 
chest heaved faintly, spasmodically. ‘ Do-you know me, dar- 
ling?’ sobbed close in her ear the voice that was dearest ; but 
it awoke no answer. All at once a brightness, as if from the 
upper world, burst upon the child’s colorless countenance. The 
eyelids flashed open, the lips parted, the wan, cuddling hands 
flew up, in the little one’s last impulsive effort, as she looked 
piercingly into the above. ‘ Mother!’ she cried, with surprise 
and transport in her tone; and passed with that breath to her 
mother’s bosom ”’ (p. 430). 

Another and very recent case is that of Mrs. Merey Hill of 
Sandwich, N.H., an aged Christian woman, who died the 
present year (1869). Two excellent Christian women, daugh- 
ters of Mrs. Hill, had departed this life some years before. 
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Their names were Sally and Eliza. Their names had not been 
called in her presence during her brief illness, and not a word 
was spoken by Mrs. Hill concerning them till her last moments. 
When death-stricken, and apparently unconscious to all around in 
the world she was leaving, she was heard to say, ‘“ Eliza! 
Sally !’’ and soon expired. Who can doubt the recognition of 
_ mother and daughters in this stage of the soul’s progress? Was 
she not then standing upon the dividing line, of which Dr. 
Nelson speaks, where the gales from both worlds were blowing 
upon her? Says an eloquent writer, ‘‘ When the eyes of mor- 
tals are closing in death, do they not frequently seem to open 
upon sweet and well-known faces? Do not dear and familiar 
names sometimes break from their closing lips? The welcome 
of friends long since dead is heard in the heavenly world beforé 
the farewells are hushed in this. There is a moment when the 
physical organisms of this world are seen in company with the 
spiritual organisms of the other world, and where the blending 
voices of both worlds are audible.’? — Oredo, p. 317. 

But cold and cheerless materialism says we have no friends 
in existence to greet and to welcome us on our departure. 
Departure! That is not the word; for what departs, if all of 
the man ceases to be atdeath? Paul, however, uses the word 
when speaking of his death (2 Tim. iv. 6) ; but then he was not 
a materialist. . That accounts for it. 


XCII. — The theory is very generally admitted by physiolo- 
gists, that, by attrition and replacement of particles, there is an 
entire change in the matter of which the human body is formed, 
once in seven years. If this theory is correct, and if man is 
only organized matter, then it follows that there is an entire new 
personality introduced ; and that no man can have in reality 
more than seven years’ existence in this world! And as it is 
contended that the soul is an attribute of this organized matter, 
it also follows that a new soul comes into existence every seven 
years! J*urthermore, the man which has passed away with the 
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former seven years can have no possible connection with the 
succeeding man ; for personal identity and individuality cannot 
pass from one to the other. New matter has completely taken 
the place of the old, and consequently there is a new man with 
new attributes. This being so, we see the delusion of the man 
who has been suffering the pangs of conscience for sins he sup- 
posed he had committed ten or twenty years before, when, in 
fact, he did not then exist, and is no more responsible for the 
acts of the man that then was, than is the man in the moon. 
Upon this hypothesis, it is folly for us to think that we can 
remember what we or others did fifty or seventy years ago; for 
we had no existence then. In seventy years, there would be a 
succession of ten distinct personalities, having no knowledge of 
each other’s minds any more than though they had lived at ten 
different periods a hundred years apart. If the material in man 
does thus change during the time specified, and if the mind is 
an attribute of living, organized dust, then a new mind must 
come as aresult of such a change. Is this what Paul means 
when he says, ‘‘ Old things are passed away: behold, all things 
are become new’’? Is this what is meant by. putting ‘‘ off the 
old man,”’ and putting ‘‘on the new man’? We think not. 
Christianity has respect to something higher than the mere mate- 
rial man. 

How clear it is that materialism is at war with personal iden- 
tity, consciousness, memory, and, in fact, with all pertaining to 
man, with the exception of his physical nature. ‘These thoughts 
show some of the absurdities to which this doctrine leads. 
Admit the truth, namely, that man is a compound being, pos- 
sessing not only a material but an immaterial nature, called 
‘the soul,’ with an endless existence, then, whatever changes 
or dismemberments may take place in the body, personal identity 
continues, he being the same personality at eighty that he was at 
twenty years of age. But if he ceases to be himself once in 
seven years, and another person takes his place, then a whole 
crowd of absurdities follow. (Sec. XCTII.) 
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XCIiI.— Inspiration teaches (1 Cor. xv. 44) concerning 
the resurrection, that ‘‘ it is sown a natural body,”’ and ‘ raised 
a spiritual body.’ It also informs us that ‘‘ flesh and blood 
cannot inherit the kingdom of God” (v. 50). Here, then, are 
two things. First, that the natural body, the same that was de- 
posited in the grave, will be raised. ‘‘J¢ is sown,” &c. ‘‘ Jt is 
raised,’’ &c. Second, that, in the process, it will be changed toa 
spiritual body, so that ‘‘ flesh and blood shall not inherit the king- 
dom of God ;”’ and thus it is seen that the body after its resur- 
rection will nat be exactly like the body that was in the grave. 
The mind, we are told, is an attribute of living, organized matter, 
and, of course, cannot suosist when separated from it. Now, if 
the resurrection so changes this body as that the gross material 
of which it is composed shall not enter heaven, where and what 
will the mind then be? Will there be mindless men in heaven ? 
If the body becomes so changed by the resurrection as that the 
‘* spiritual ’’ shall preclude the idea of its being the reorganiza- 
tion of the same body that was ‘‘ natural,” then, as a result, there 
must be another mind ; for if the body is different, the attribute 
must be different. Our materialists will do well to consider this, 
and ascertain, if possible, whether they are to be themselves 
after the resurrection, or some other entities. It may be that 
their hopes for the future are baseless, as they may never exist 
there ; for, if the mind is wholly dependent upon physical crgan- - 
ization, the raised body must be re-adjusted precvsely like the 
original, or there will come an entirely different intellect or per- 
sonality. Admit the evangelical view, then the soul can dwell 
with its resurrected, changed, and glorified body, increasing in 
power and bliss, and retaining its identity while ceaseless ages 
roll. (Sec. XCIL.) 


XCIV.— Speaking of the unbeliever, Christ says (John iii. 
36), ‘‘ The wrath of God abideth on him.”’ On this, Mr. Blain 
gives the following: ‘‘ The wrath of a government abides on the 
murderer, and, if not forgiven, he must die; and, if it does not 
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raise him from ‘the dead, it abides on him: thus God’s wrath 
will abide eternally on the destroyed sinner.” — Death not Life, 
p- 81. That is, the wrath of God abides upon a nonentity! 
What do we think of a man that is wrathy at nothing? We set 
him down as very foolish. Shall we charge such folly upon God? 


XCV.—‘‘The people have been kept in the dark by being 
taught that ‘eternal’ means unending, though ‘ everlasting’ 
does not; while the learned know that they are from the same 
original word, — avonios.”’ — Death not Life, p. 83. But by 
whom have the people been thus deceived? No author is named, 
and for the good reason that he could name no evangelical 
writer who ever attempted the deception he named. ‘The text 
where avonios is rendered by these two words is Matt. xxv. 46: 
‘‘These shall go away into everlasting punishment ; but the 
righteous into life.eternal.’? We have read, somewhat exten- 
sively, authors, both heterodox and orthodox, upon this Scripture, 
and do not recollect a single attempt to keep people ‘‘in the 
dark,’’ in the way stated by Mr. Blain. It is possible that some 
fugitive author among the Universalists, not over-scrupulous, as 
ig quite common, may have given such an interpretation ; but 
the leading writers, even of that sect, resort to no such method 
to destroy the text. Whittemore confines the meaning of 
both of these words to the present world. The ‘‘ everlasting 
punishment ’’ took place when Jerusalem was destroyed, and 
the ‘‘life eternal’’ means ‘‘ that spiritual life which the believer 
enjoys in this state.”” — JV. or Par., p. 353. As it is the right- 
eous of whom the Saviour speaks, who, of course, have spiritua! 
life, this absurdity is involved ; namely, ‘‘ the spiritually alive in 
this world shall go into spiritual life in this world.’’ A glaring 
perversion, as all must see. 

But why did Mr. Blain send out in his pamphlet the thought 
at the head of this section? It could not be that he expected 
that intelligent minds would be swayed by it. It was to prejudice 
the minds of the ignorant that it was sent out, —a work worthy 
of the doctrine it is designed to sustain. 


980 ANNIHILATIONISM [Part II. 


XCVI. — “I know that a papal-deluded church (as to this 
matter) are telling of a ‘death that never dies!’ — just as 
much common sense as it is to tell of a ‘ life that never lives!’ ”’ 
(Death not Life, p. 97). We have shown repeatedly from 
the Scriptures, in these pages, that men are dead in one sense, 
yet alive in another. (Sec. LV.) Paul, speaking of a bad wo- 
man, says she ‘‘is dead while she liveth’’ (1 Tim. v. 6). . 
Is there any common sense in that, Mr. Blain? When measured 
by the standard of materialists, Paul is found to be sadly deficient 
in common sense, in more than one instance ! 


XCVII. — ‘‘ Would it be wise in a king to permit a rebellion, 
and consequent misery, to continue forever, if he had power to 
end them?’’ — Death not Life, p. 101. In reply, we ask, 
would it be wise in a king to permit a rebellion, and consequent 
misery, to continue for six thousand years, if he had the power to 
end them? ‘‘ But six thousand years are but a speck when 


compared with eternity.’’ Very true. But we can no more 
convict an absolutely perfect Being of a small impropriety than 
we can of a great one. ‘‘ But limited punishment is necessary 


°) 


as a discipline in this state of probation.’’ Reasoning exclusively 
from the attributes of God, this may be questioned. (Sec. 
LXXXVII.) But admitting, for argument’s sake, the neces- 
sity of present suffering, who is prepared to affirm that the eternal 
suffering of the ungodly is not necessary in the government of 
God? Our not seeing it to be so may prove nothing more than 
the limited range of our own vision. As receivers of God’s reve- 
lations, the only question for us to determine is, Has God revealed 
it? Ifso, then there is a necessity for it, whether we can see it 
or not. (Sec. LXV.) .It has been shown in these pages that the 
Bible teaches the endless torments of the wicked. (Sec. XXIII.) 


XCVIIT. — Death, in the Scriptures, is figuratively called a 
sleep: hence the Saviour speaks of Lazarus as asleep, when, in 


fact, he was dead (John xi. 11, 14). This mode of speech, 
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we conclude, obtained because of the resemblance there is in 
appearance between a sleeping man and a corpse. Some of the 
less informed among materialists are wont to quote the expres- 
sion ‘‘sleep in Jesus’ in favor of their views. But what is 
there of a man when he is dead to sleep in Jesus? If his soul 
is but an attribute of the body, of course there is no soul to 
sleep when the body is dead; and none will contend that the 
physical part of a man sleeps in Jesus any more than any other 
portion of matter. ‘The most that can be understood by sleeping 
‘‘in Jesus’ is, that they die in the faith of Jesus, that they die 
in hope inspired by him; which proves nothing for materialism : 
yet, when a question is put concerning the condition of the 
righteous dead, it is flippantly replied that “they sleep in 
Jesus;’’ as if, after all said to the contrary, there is some kind 
of an entity that goes literally to sleep 7m Jesus. Materialism 
has no higher claim upon this expression than evangelical Chris- 
tianity has. The former gains no support from it whatever. 
(Sec. CIV.) 

A few annihilationists, like C. F. Hudson, who are not quite 
wiiling to adopt materialism, have talked of the sleep of the 
soul, or the ‘‘ detention,” as it is termed. Mr. Hudson inquires, 
‘* May not a little repose be better for us, ere the dawn of the 
sleepless, endless day? We do not say that it will.” — Debt 
and Grace, p. 260. Here we have a sample of this author’s 
vicious method of writing. He asks a question, but is careful 
not to fully indorse the thing indicated ; and then goes on with 
several more may be’s and questions, and finally concludes that 
the soul in the detention ‘‘ may be’’ not a state of thinking nor 
yet a state of unconsciousness! (Sec. LX X.) But where are the 
Scriptures to prove this dead-and-alive, drowsy, ‘‘ may be ’’ con- 
dition of the soul between death and the resurrection? Echo 
answers, Where ? 


XCIX. — ‘If a man goes soundly to sleep, what is time to 
him? Just nothing. It makes no difference to him whether 
he sleeps one minute or a thousand years.”’ 
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We admit that it can make no possible difference with a sense- 
less stone, however long it may lie in the ground. But man, 
in the present state of being, is not senseless ; and this doctrine 
of materialism is, by its advocates, urged upon him for his 
acceptance. And what we complain of is, first, it is false: and 
second, that, when received, it robs the Christian of that joyful 
hope (Rom. v. 2) which it is his high gospel privilege to possess ; 
for no Christian man can look with joyful anticipations to an 
unknown period of dark and dreary non-being, before he can see 
his Saviour, or greet the blest ones that have gone before. (Sec. 
XC.) Hither salvation, independent of human agency, or 
annihilation, may be the baseless hope of the ungodly; but the 
Christian has spiritual life now, and he hopes for its continuance 
after death. Death cannot separate him from the love and favor 
of God, as materialism teaches. (Sec. LVIII.) <A Christian 
cannot hope for such a gloomy separation. 


C.—JIn Grant’s discussion with Litch, the former, in reply 
to the latter, says, ‘‘ Our friend made a point of being punished 
as a nonentity. We do not claim that a nonentity is punished ; 
it is an entity that is put into nonentity. Would ¢hat be pun- 
ishment? If we were nonentities, we could not be punished!” 
(p. 101). 

True, Mr. Grant, nonentities cannot be punished. But when 
and on whom does your punishment take place? Does it take 
place in this world by the pains preceding or accompanying dy- 
ing? Is it inflicted by the fears of annihilation? This you 
will not admit. A man is either anentity ora nonentity. There 
can be no medium or middle ground between the two ; so that 
punishment must be predicated either of one or the other. Does 
Elder Grant admit that it is inflicted upon entities, that is, living 
men? By no means; for he says, ‘‘ Punishment does not begin 
till they are dead.”’ — What is Man? p. 25. The italics are 
his own. Now, in what state is-a man after death, according to 
this same author? Why, in a state of nonentity ; death being 
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the ‘‘ cessation of conscious existence.’ (Sec. I.) Well, then, if 
the punishment for sin ‘‘ does not commence till they are dead,”’ 
what is there to receive punishment but a nonentity? What 
quibbling, then, to say that “‘ an entity that is put into a nonen- 
tity’ 1s punished, when punishment does not begin till they are 
nonentities, or, in other words, never begins at all! He contends 
that none of the sufferings previous to or connected with death 
are the penalty, or any part of the penalty, of sin ; and that the 
punishment does not begin till men are dead, and are as uncon- 
scious as the pen with which we write! Is not this virtually 
proclaiming no punishment at all for sin? Who can wonder 
that infidels cheerfully embrace this doctrine? Mr. Grant boasts 
of its power to convert infidels. He says, ‘‘ Would I could call 
the witnesses who have been converted from infidelity by the 
preaching of this truth, who declare, We can love such a God !”’ 
Cprive). 

Good news, glad tidings of great joy to depraved men! 
Death absolves from all suffering for sin. No punishment for 
sin in this world or that which is to come!! Can we- come to 
any other conclusion from the premises furnished ? 

A word upon these conversions to annihilation. It should be 
understood, that for a goat to leap from one pasture to another 
does not change him intoa sheep. Spiritualists and Universal- 
ists often boast of the infidels they have converted. They, by 
discarding a large part of the Bible, and twisting the rest to suit 
the taste of this class, have converted them! But have they real- 
ly become Christian men by having the offensive parts of the Bible 
pared off to suit them? We have heard much of such conver- 
sions, but have seen but few who seemed at all improved by the 
process. In some instances, they became more dangerous than 
when they stood squarely upon bald infidelity ; inasmuch as a 
spurious gospel is often more mischievous than open scepticism. 
How far these remarks are applicable to such conversions among 
the destructionists is not for us to determine. Many now com- 
' posing their number were once members of evangelical churches, 
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having been warped off by the Miller delusion; and, in spite 
of the hurricane, they have remained on the Christian course, 
though in a somewhat damaged condition. But the more recent 
vonverts have appeared to have more sail than ballast, more of 
the head than the heart in religion. Not that they are intellec- 
tual prodigies ; but, having at their command the common stock — 
cant, quibbles, and perversions —of the order, they possess an 
amazing confidence, are given to volubility, ever ready for-a 
combat, feeling, that, by the reception of their new ideas, they 
have been freed as by one noble leap from the antiquated ideas 
of the old churches. Many of them appear far more zealous to 
trouble the churches, and draw away their members, than to 
bring sinners to Christ. Some such have not possessed the man- 
liness and honesty to peaceably leave the church whose covenant 
they had voluntarily assumed, but, while remaining, have labored 
in every possible way to introduce their new notions, and to bring 
evangelical doctrines into disrepute: thus arraying themselves 
against the pulpit and the order of the church ; which, to say 
the least, gives no very good evidence of an increase of moral 
sensibility and a Christian spirit as a result of their conversion. 


CI. — We see not yet the full moral bearing of the doctrine 
of annihilation upon its recipients. As before stated (Sec. 
LXXXV.), many of those who teach and receive it have been 
educated under a different system of belief. With such the real 
influence of the annihilation idea may be slow in showing itself. 
The Universalism of Murray and Winchester is not the Univer- 
salism of to-day; and the Unitarianism of Ware and Channing 
is not the Unitarianism of J. F. Clarke and Frothingham. The 
former hoisted the gate, but never suspected the desolations of 
the flood which have followed. So with our materialists. They 
have hoisted the gate, and we only begin to see its tendencies 
and. affinities with other systems which stand arrayed against 
almost every feature of gospel truth. Mr. Hudson, we are 
aware, ignores materialism ; but what better is his idea concerning 
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the soul between death and the resurrection than the doctrine of 
materialism? Non-being for the soul is no worse than the 
sleepy, dormant, inactive condition in which his theory places it. 

The eternal punishment of the wicked is the great offence ; 
and Hudson, Storrs, Hastings, and others, all in the same strain 
and spirit, unite with all the pretenders to Christianity against 
this doctrine. Many of the leaders of annihilation, while they 
can see but little save corruption in those churches which are 
occupying the first rank in Christendom, and, under God, are 
carrying the banner of the cross over the world, do have words 
of cheer and comfort for the enemies of this army of the living 
God. Frequent concessions to sceptics and Universalists are 
found in their works, and such a sympathy as virtually says 
that they are to be pitied rather than blamed for their hostility 
to the gospel. With the writers named, it is the horrid doctrine 
of eternal punishment, as taught in the churches, which has pro- 
_ duced all the infidelity. 

How grateful to infidel ears must be the following from Mr. 
Hastings! He says, ‘‘ Many minds reject revelation entirely, be- 
cause it teaches, as they suppose, a doctrine so utterly repug- 
nant to common sense and divine goodness. . . . We urge, in 
justification of our course, that the doctrine of eternal torture 
of wicked men does contradict the apprehension, the experience, 
and the reasoning of mankind; and, God helping us, we will, 
by diligent and faithful examination of the original records, dis- 
miss it from the Christian system; thus taking away both the 
scoff and the stumbling-block of the infidel and the rationalist.”’ 
— Pauline Theo., pp. 76, 77. 

How comforting and strengthening to Universalists must be 
the following from Mr. Storrs! ‘‘I am glad in my heart if I can 
approach one step towards Universalists without sacrificing truth : 
for I hope thereby to gain some, and save them alive, by remov- 
ing out of their hands the main argument for universal salva- 
tion; viz., that the idea of eternal consciousness of innumerable 
human beings in indescribable torments is irreconcilable with the 
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perfections of God, and that, therefore, all will be saved. The 
hearer, seeing no other view of the subject but eternal sin and 
suffering, or Universalism, takes hold of the latter.’? — Stx Ser., 
p- 118. 

Mr. Blain fills a chapter of his book in attempting to show 
that Universalism is far in advance of Orthodoxy ; by which he 
means all those who hold the doctrine of endless punishment. 
He says, ‘‘ The church of God, while aiming to do good and 
save men, by erring, has wronged the Universalists, has made 
them such, and persecuted them for errors into which she had 
driven them. . . . It is a slander to charge them, as many do, 
with throwing away the Bible (some are led to it) as an ultimate 
guide: they generally reverence it as the grand charter of their 
hopes for a future world. In this we agree. We owe them a 
vast debt, and should make sacrifices to pay it.’”” — Death and 
Life, p. 109. 

Persecuted them! When and where? No Protestant sect in 
our country has engaged in more verbal persecution than have 
these same persecuted Universalists. Witness their periodical 
literature for forty years past, especially ‘‘ The Trumpet ”’ of 
Boston. Their verbal persecution shows very clearly what they 
would do if they but had the rod of civil power in their own 
hands. As to their ‘‘reverence’’ for the Bible, it is about as 
profound as some destructionists whose writings are before us. 
‘We owe them a vast debt.’? * Yes, Mr. Blain, you and your 
brethren do owe them a vast debt; for they have furnished you 
with a vast amount of ammunition with which to carry on your 
- warfare against God’s penalties, and you have used it in about 
the same manner and spirit that your Universalist brethren have. 

Mr. Blain pays one instalment of the debt as follows: ‘‘ A 
Universalist tract is in circulation, containing a hundred texts for 
their views. I have examined them, and find some fifty, which, 
when combined, afford much stronger proof for the restitution 
of all men than do the texts for endless woe when combined in 
like manner” (p. 105). * 
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We could fill many pages with such concessions and caterings 
to Universalism and infidelity, from the works of annihilationists 
before us. All must see the drift. They also make these 
pleasing concessions to the ungodly from the pulpit, feeling, no 
doubt, bound to see that the character of God shall suffer no 
damage from the doctrine of the ‘‘ popular churches ”’ ! 

It is quite clear, that, while this system has not been before the 
world sufficiently long for a full development of its evil fruits, 
being as yet somewhat circumscribed in its influence by the 
churches of Christendom, yet in some localities its results have 
been almost any thing but elevating to the morals of the people. 
Thirty years ago, we labored as a minister in a town on the Pe- 
nobscot River, in Maine. It was, without exception, the best 

Christian community we have ever seen. A strong religious in- 
fluence pervaded the whole town, and, as a result, a high standard 
of morals. The sabbath was well observed, a rumshop could 
not exist there, and seldom was even a petty theft known ; and, 
of sixteen hundred inhabitants, there was but one pauper, and 
that an unfortunate female, fraudulently imposed upon the town 
from another place. We never sawa people so free from dis- 
sensions and neighborhood quarrels. But, after our labors closed 
there, in an evil time Millerism was introduced ; and men, some 
of whom had been ejected from the Christian ministry, were wel- 
comed there with stick and chart, to explain Daniel’s visions 
and the Apocalypse. Divisions and extravagances occurred, 
common to such teachings at the time; and soon some sixty or 
seventy left what they called the corrupt church, being too pure, 
in their own estimation, to remain. Ten years after, we were 
stationed over that society again, and had an opportunity to 
witness some of the sad fruits of that defection. A few had 
returned to the bosom of the church ; and a few others retained 
something of their former piety, though greatly damaged, and 
alienated from their former brethren. Oihers were reckless, 
ready at any time for a doctrinal wrangle, and were constantly 
spitting out their venom.on the “‘ popular churches.” Quite a 
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body of the Millerites became early indoctrinated with Mr. 
Storrs’s materialism ; and his sermons, and Campbell’s tract, 
were scattered over the town. ‘The influence, especially upon 
the young, was most disastrous. Sabbath-breaking, profanity, 
anti-churchism, to say nothing of other developments, prevailed 
to an extent not dreamed of prior to the introduction of the false 
doctrines.we have named. Indeed, if gospel doctrines are so 
necessary that they must be heeded in order to save men (1 Tim. 
iv. 16), what can we expect when such fundamental doctrines 
as the soul’s separate and endless existence, and everlasting 
punishments are not only rejected, but held up to ridicule as 
they are by the teachers of materialism? What can we expect 
when a judgment after the resurrection is denied, and men are 
taught that all grades of sinners are punished exactly alike, if 
punishment it may be called, and that the first death to the un- 
godly is an eternal sleep? Even Mr. Hastings, who has done 
his full share in pushing forward the monstrosities of materialism, 
is alarmed at the rapid strides Mr. Storrs is making in the 
‘*science of divinity,’ and has written a pamphlet controverting 
his advanced notions, showing their demoralizing influence. 
Hear him : — : . : 

‘The moral bearings of a doctrine which teaches that to every 
sinner ‘death is an eternal sleep ;’ that they shall no¢ all stand 
before the judgment-seat of Christ ; that every one shall not give 
account of himself to God ; that God shall not bring every work 
into judgment; that there shall not be a resurrection of the 
dead, just and unjust ; that they that have done evil shall not 
come forth to the resurrection of condemnation ; that no sinner 
need to meet his blasphemed and insulted God in judgment ; that 
a pistol-ball, a dagger, or a cup of poison, can, in an hour, put 
the vilest transgressor where neither God nor man can judge him 
for his iniquities, or punish him for his crimes; that he who has 
trodden under foot the Son of God, and counted the redeeming 
blood an unholy thing, shall mot be counted worthy of a ‘ sorer 
punishment’ than all, both righteous and wicked, receive in natu- 
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ral death ; that there is no cause for ‘a certain fearful looking-for 
of judgment and fiery indignation ’ by those who ‘ sin wilfully, 
after’ they ‘ have received the knowledge of the truth;’ that 
no guilty Felix need to tremble on account of ‘a judgment to 
come ’— the moral bearings, I say, of such a doctrine as this are 
proper subjects of serious consideration. (Sec. LXIX.) Ido 
not now, however, purpose to investigate them further ; but will 
merely remark that France once wrote over her graveyards, 
‘Death is an eternal sleep.’ The results of that opinion are 
matter of history ; and though the idea of a resurrection of the 
just to life and glory changes essentially the fate of the believer, 
it makes little difference with the prospects of the ungodly. A 
mother, after her youthful daughters had been associated with a 
preacher who taught this doctrine, told me how they drew infer- 
ences of impunity in sin, and security in impenitence, which they 
could mention and act upon, even though he migkt not be af- 
fected by them. I myself have been met with the same objec- 
tion, when I have sought to warn unconverted men to repent 
and turn to God. ‘If we die, and that is the last of us, it is no 
great loss.’ ’’ — Retribution, p. 155. 

Now, while Mr. Hastings so sadly deplores the evil effects of 
Mr. Storrs’s doctrine upon morals, he should be apprised 
of another thing ; namely, that consistency has driven Mr. Storrs 
to the position he occupies. And, furthermore, if Mr. Hastings 
were to carry out the literalism in the interpretation of certain 
words for which he contends, he will not only, with Mr. Storrs, 
be forced to deny the resurrection of the wicked, but also to 
deny the resurrection of any of the race of man. Mr. Storrs 
has pushed matters a little farther than Mr. Hastings ; but they 
should both understand that Scriptures can be produced, that, 
with the same absolutism applied to them that they apply to 
others to teach materialism, will teach just as forcibly that death 
to all, both good and bad, is an eternal sleep. (Secs. XXVI. 
and LX XIV.) 


Now, if this doctrine tends to the denial of the resurrection ; 
19 
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and if, when carried even to the extent to which Mr. Storrs has 
carried it, it is as destructive to good morals as Mr. Hastings 
contends, — ought not all Christians to be aware of its evil 
influence, and shun it as they would a deadly poison? Ought 
not ministers to understand the doctrine, and all the crafty meth- 
ods by which it is propagated, and keep their people informed, 
either by tracts, books, or the pulpit? Its advocates are spread- 
ing this heresy with a zeal worthy a better cause. They spend 
no small portion of their time in proving it to the people. 
They seem to act upon the maxim of Solomon: ‘‘ If the iron be 
blunt, then must he put to more strength ’’ (Hecl. x. 10); for so 
opposed are their doctrines to the Bible and common sense, that 
it requires the most of their time to prove them, and keep their 
followers in a believing state. We would treat these errorists 
kindly, and deprive them of none of their rights; but Chris- 
tians should be extremely careful to give no countenance to 
their confessedly demoralizing and anti-Christian doctrines. 


CII. — The depraved inclinations of men are the fruitful ocea- 
sion of rejecting the doctrine of eternal punishment. It will 
not be required of us to prove that some men are inclined to 
sin. Most will admit that all men are more or less so inclined ; 
and, furthermore, that, in proportion to a man’s desire for 
unlawful gratification, in the same proportion will he desire that 
no painful consequences shall follow the indulgence. In this 
way the soil is prepared for a crop of religious error; and, since 
the Bible is so clear in teaching future suffering for sin, it is no 
great wonder that minds craving such indulgence should embrace 
rationalistic views, disparaging the authority and overriding the 
teachings of God’s word. In keeping with this is that senti- 
ment we have often met in some form or other; viz., ‘If the 
Bible taught eternal torments, we would not believe it.’? Such 
minds are just prepared to receive the doctrine of the annihila- 
tion of the wicked at death, and to settle the whole question of 
God’s penalties on grounds outside of the Scriptures ; or, if the 
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Bible is used at all, it must be made to sustain their precon- 
ceived opinions. 

What we complain of is, that, while annihilationists profess 
to take the Bible for their standard of doctrines, they have 
eatered to the depraved inclinations of ungodly men by the same 
arguments and appeals in use among the rationalists and Univer- 
salists of our times. Take the following from Mr. Hastings : — 

‘* The doctrine of eternal anguish and torture of the lost is in 
itself so utterly opposed to our natural conceptions of God as 
revealed in the Bible, that it staggers the faith of the mogt 
devout : how, then, can it be received by the unbelieving ?’’ — 
Pauline Theo., p. 76. 

The author of this must know, that, unless they are a class of 
arrant hypocrites, thousands of ministers and millions of devout 
Christians in our land, who are, to say the least, equally compe- 
tent with himself to study the Bible, have no such idea of the 
doctrine as he names, but most devoutly believe it taught in 
God’s word. This passage constitutes a fine apology for all the 
rejecters of God’s truth. There are sinners not a few, who are 
so blinded by transgression that they can have no conception of 
any severity whatever in the divine government, and are, not- 
withstanding all of the terrific descriptions in the Bible of God’s 
justice and anger, disposed to look upon the infinite, the glorious, 
the terrible God, as if he were some old man in his dotage, or 
some cracked-brained swain, ready to melt away withlove! But 
this is not fully chargeable upon Mr. Hastings; for while 
addicted to the vice of the order in exalting reason, or the 
‘‘ natural conceptions ”’ of men, unduly, he also, with a strange 
inconsistency, contends, in opposition to Mr. Storrs, that an 
awful and long-protracted vengeance is to be visited upon the 
sinner while being annihilated. (Sec. I.) Now, Mr. Storrs, 
with his Bible wide open before him, can, as he professes, have 
no “natural conception ’”’ of a God who shall execute such ven- 
geance after sinners have been once dead. 

Mr. Blain advances his rationalism as follows: ‘‘ When all 
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other reasons fail to make this doctrine look consistent, it is said, 
‘We must believe what we cannot comprehend.’ This argument 
is consistent where God’s moral character is not involved, as in 
the belief of his omniscience, creating power, &c. ; but it is sin 
to believe a doctrine which impeaches his attributes. While 
some other revealed doctrines are above our reason, none 
contradict it, none injure his moral character, but this.”” — Death 
not Life, p. 116. 

The sum and substance of this is, ‘‘ I, Jacob Blain, think 
that the doctrine of endless suffering for sin impeaches the 
attributes of God, and contradicts reason : therefore I ought not 
to believe that such a doctrine is taugbt in the Bible ’’! 

Ellis and Read indulge in a similar strain. After stating that 
extinction of being is the only doom of the sinner taught in the 
Scriptures, and denying, of course, that there is any thing 
to teach the opposite, they say, ‘‘ It might, indeed, teach, were it 
to be found, that all the testimony was contradictory and unwor- 
thy of credit; and, teaching yea and nay of the same doctrine, 
we might be fully justified in rending our Bibles to pieces, and 
seattermg them to the winds of heaven, as unworthy of the 
slightest regard.’’ — Bible vs. Tradition, p. 175. 

Or, in other words, “If we think that there are conflicting 
opinions in the Bible upon this subject, we have a right to reject 
it as unworthy of the slightest regard ”’ ! 

In guarded, but none the less objectional forms, does this 
species of rationalism abound in Mr. Hudson’s book. He quotes 
Bayne with approbation, where he says, ‘“‘If John Foster or 
any man deliberately and honestly conceive it irreconcilable with 
infinite love that God should condemn the wicked to everlasting 
punishment, we see not how he can accept the fact without blas- 
phemy. If a man’s reason, gazing earnestly and reverently, 
with lively consciousness of its own faint and glimmering vision, 
and full of thought of the compass and weight of infinite love 
guiding infinite power, is yet unable, we say, not to justify, 
but to believe in, the possible justice of eternal torments, we 
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see not how he can accept the doctrine.’’ — Debt and Grace, 
p. 56. 

This amounts to an apology for every sceptic whose reason 
cannot harmonize all the doctrines of the Bible. It virtually 
condemns the Saviour for saying, ‘‘ He that believeth not shall 
be damned.”’ It also rebukes him for saying to the wicked Jews, 
‘« If ye believe not that I am he, ye shail die in your sins (John 
viii. 24) ; for, doubtless, their limited and perverted reason could 
not see in him their Messiah. They could not harmonize the 
manner of his appearing with the promises and prophecies con- 
cerning him. Now, if they conceived of these things as irrecon- 
cilable, how could they ‘‘ accept the fact without blasphemy ” ? 
It may do for modern rationalists to vindicate their unbelief, but 
the Saviour did not'so. Blindness self-produce] makes ignorance 
* acrime, and God treats it thus in his word. Sin blinds the 
mind, perverts the reason, and hardens the heart. Of such it is 
said that ‘‘ they loved darkness rather than light,’’ error rather 
than truth, ‘‘ because their deeds were evil” (John iii. 19). 
And even Mr. Hudson, although his pages abound with apologies 
such as we have quoted, for those who reject God’s word where 
it does not seem to them to accord with reason, makes this con- 
. cession; namely, ‘‘ True it is, fallen man dislikes a God of jus- 
tice.’? — Debt and Grace, p. 64. 

We have said that his pages abound with apologies, &&. We 
mean by this, that, were his readers to catch the inspiration of the 
author, they would conclude that God is at fault for threatening 
and punishing sinners; that sin isa misfortune rather than a 
crime ; and that the sinner, in looking to the Bible to learn duty 
and destiny, is at perfect liberty to leave out, cast aside, or twist 
about, all that his reason cannot compass; and that the Bible is 
of only secondary importance in the controversy. It has seemed 
to us, that, had the author designed to beget unbelief in the Bible 
as a divine revelation and authority, he could not have adopted 
a more skilful method to have effected his purpose, while profess- 
ing a belief in it himself. This has been our conviction as we 
carefully read his pages. 
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The limited space given to the examination of the Scriptures 
in his book is worthy of note; viz., only one-seventh part of four 
hundred and seventy-two pages! He occupies one hundred and 
fifty-nine pages before he takes up the Scripture argument ; thus 
preparing his readers for the use of the executioner’s axe when 
he comes to the Bible. He rears the building before he puts in 
his foundation-stones ; then shapes them to the superstructure, and 
easts aside all he cannot work in.. Some builders do so; but 
others think it wise to lay a good foundation first. 

His attention having been called by a reviewer to the small 
space in his book given to Scripture examination, he issued a 
smaller work entitled ‘‘ Christ our Life,” in the preface of 
which we read as follows : — 

‘* The present essay is an enlarged form of a single chapter of 
a previous work, and is designed to meet the convenience of those — 
who rely for their views of future life upon the reading and in- 
terpretation of the Scriptures ’’ (p. 3). Here is a tacit acknowl- 
edgment that his former and larger volume did not rely upon the 
_ Scriptures for its conclusions concerning a future life! He fur- 
thermore says, ‘‘ The writer doubts if an exclusively Scripture 
argument will prove satisfactory to very many, however clearly 
it may appear to be made out’ (p. 4). We doubt it, too, so far 
as this applies to the receivers of the doctrine of Mr. Hudson’s 
first book ; for, if it were our object to induce scepticism in the 
minds of the people concerning the authority and sufficiency of 
the Bible as a revelation from God to man, we would not resort 
to Volney, Paine, or Voltaire; but we would circulate exten- 
sively a work entitled ‘‘ Debt and Grace,’’ by C. F. Hudson. 
By so doing, we should be quite sure of compassing our object. 
(Secs. LXX. and XCVIII. ) 

It will be seen by the quotation from Mr. Blain, that he takes 
the position that we are not to believe a thing we cannot com- 
prehend, where the moral character of God is involved ; assuming 
that the doctrine of endless woe impeaches the attributes of God, 
it beg against his moral character. But how does he know 
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that God’s attributes are impeached by this doctrine? Where 
does he learn the character of God? Not from Nature merely, 
for he professes to believe in the Bible as a revelation from God. 
His word, then, is the.source of information. But his attributes, 
though revealed, can never be used safely as a basis of reasoning 
by finite minds. To reason correctly, we must understand the 
premises ; but man’s limited capacities cannot so understand the 
infinite attributes of Jehovah as to decide correctly what he must 
and what he must not do in his government concerning sin. 
Employing the mind thus is one of the great vices in the reason- 
ing of the whole tribe of those who claim to be liberal, par ex- 
cellence, in religion. Mr. Blain adopts the same method. If we 
are to reason in this way, and believe only what we can compre- 
hend, where God’s moral character is concerned, it will lead us 
to a denial of matter of fact ; viz., the existence of present evil. 
Is it replied that present evil is temporary, and ‘designed to 
secure a final good, and is therefore in harmony with the infinite 
attributes of God? Reasoning upon the principle in ques- 
tion, might we not inquire if a being of infinite goodness, wis- 
dom, and power is under the necessity of allowing the existence 
of sin and misery six thousand years? Could he not have cleared 
the world of sin in ages past just as easily as he can destroy sin 
and sinners by annihilation at the end of ages to come? Here are 
numerous years of wretchedness in which both good and bad 
suffer together. With his mode of argument, can Mr. Blain 
harmonize this with the goodness of God? If human con- 
ceptions of God’s attributes form a just rule for determining 
what must be, we ask, Are not his attributes impeached by the 
present disorder and wretchedness of the world? Observe, it 
is a ‘‘ sin to believe a doctrine which impeaches his attributes.” 
So says Mr. Blain. Well, then, since God is infinitely good, 
wise, and powerful, ought we to believe that sin and misery do 
now exist? Certainly not; for who can reconcile the two? 
Yet Mr. Blain thinks that teaching the doctrine of the soul’s 
separate existence and endless suffering is a great moral evil; and 
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since we cannot comprehend how moral evil and infinite good- 
ness can exist, and as we are not to believe in ‘‘ what we cannot 
comprehend ... . where God’s moral character”? is, involved, 
therefore, it is sin for Mr. Blain to believe that any one teaches 
these doctrines! He has written a book against these doctrines, 
assuming that they are taught: yet, by the wonderful argument 
we are considering, he brings out the conclusion that he has spent 
his strength in kicking against nothing; for the attributes 
of God are against the idea that such doctrines are taught! To 
such a conclusion, by this false mode of reasoning, are we 
driven. 

The Scriptures teach that ‘God is love: not that love is 
God, or that it constitutes the divine essence ; but that he pos- 
sesses the attribute of love. (Sec. LXXXVII.) They also 
teach, with equal distinctness, that an endless hell awaits the 
fianally impenitent. The Christian goes, not to the attributes of 
God, which he cannot comprehend, but to the Bible, for doctrines. 
He draws his doctrine, not from what he judges God to be, but 
~ from what he says. Here he finds these two facts explicitly 
stated. He may not be able to harmonize them, but infinite 
reason can, as they are both true. He is not,required to do this, 
but to accept them both, as truths of revelation. Human reason 
is to be employed in learning what God has revealed, and not in 
dictating to him, fras our limited knowledge of his attributes, 
what he ought to reveal. It is for God, who only knows what is 
best in his own government, to affix his own penalties; and, when 
thus affixed, they are in accord with infinite reason, whether*we 
can see a reason for them or not. 

The mind of every impenitent man who is conscious of sin 
has more or less of the feeling of the condemned criminal when 
suffering the penalty of the law. Our legislators do not go to 
criminals in our State prisons to consult them concerning the 
penalties to the various crimes for which they are suifering. 
Would the mail-robber think it reasonable, that, for simply 
extracting a letter from the mail, he should endure ten years 
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imprisonment, be driven to his daily task, and be nightly locked 
within a solitary cell? Would he not think it out of all pro- 
portion, and that there was no justice in suffering so much for 
so small an offence, committed, perhaps, in one minute? Such a 
conclusion would be very natural. . If the criminal code were 
presented to the inmates of our State prisons for their inspec- 
tion, what would be th€ir judgment? Would they not say that 
it impeached the goodness of our legislators, and that they acted 
most brutally in affixing such penalties to acts so insignificant ? 
Now, why would their judgment differ so much from those disin- 
terested and impartial men who framed the laws? Because they 
are interested persons, looking intensely on their own sufferings 
and liabilites, and not properly taking into the account the great 
damage to the peace, happiness, and general prosperity of the 
commonwealth. So with sinners in their estimate of God’s 
penalties. They have neither the disposition nor the ability to 
see the damaging effect of sin upon the great interest of the 
kingdom of God. Not desiring the infliction of such penalties, 
they would persuade themselves that such will never be inflicted. 
The guilty character of men arrays them against God’s law; 


for 
“No rogue ere felt the halter draw 


With good opinion of the law.” 


Another common but fallacious mode of reasoning is that 
which makes human sympathy the rule by which to determine 
what God will do in the case of the sinner. It is reasoning 
from man to God. (LXXXV.) ‘Would you torment your 
child forever in hell? If you would not, are you not better than 
your God?’’ Let us look at this sort of reasoning for a 
moment. The Lord rained fire and brimstone out of heaven 
upon the Sodomites. Would a kind parent treat his children 
thus? God deluged the old world, and swept off all the race 
but the family of Noah. See the poor wretches running up the 
hill-sides, and climbing the trees in great consternation, while the 
waters,-in mighty billows, foam up after them. Would not akind 
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parent, hearing their shrieks and witnessing their distress, save 
his children from such a calamity? But God swept them all 
away. ‘Truly, earthly parents are better than their God! This 
argument makes God only a Father clothed with the same weak- 
ness of an earthly parent ; whereas he is our Lawgiver and Judge. 
This sort of reasoning assumes that God holds the same relation 
to his creature man that one man holds to*another, which is false ; 
and, as the relations differ, the treatment must also differ. God 
demands, and has a right to.demand, that men worship him. 
Have men, therefore, a right todemand that men worship them ? 
By no means. Much more might be written by way of refuta- 
tion, were it necessary ; but enough has been presented to show 
the fallacy of the argument. This play upon human sympathy 
is adopted more or.less by all who array themselves against the 
doctrine of the endless suffering of the sinner. But the human- 
sympathy argument is a two-edged blade, and can be turned with 
equal force against any and all of God’s judgments upon the 
wicked, and even against such penalties as our opponents admit. 
The argument proves too much, and, therefore, as logicians 
say, proves nothing. . Those systems requiring their advocates 
to resort to such a mode of reasoning to sustain them must 
be seriously defective, to say the least. What estimate shall 
we put upon Universalism and annihilationism ? 
* a 

CII. — It is objected that the doctrine of eternal suffering 
charges God with great injustice, in punishing some much more 
than others ; for, if their suffering is endless, then those sinners 
who died six thousand years ago will have six thousand years 
more punishment than those of the same degree in’ crime who 
die now. 

This objection is based upon the mistaken idea that punish- 
ment cannot be equalized without an equal duration. Two men 
are cast into prison for life, — one six months after the other. 
May not the condition of the last mearcerated be rendered such, 
by abridgments of prison-liberty in the solitary, or other priva- 
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tions, as that he will soon have suffered as much in the agere- 
gate as the one who entered six months before him? ‘To say 
that God cannot thus graduate punishment is to limit his omnip- 
otence ; and to say that he will not is to impeach his justice, 
and make him deny himself: for he has declared, in various 
forms of language, that he will render to every man according 
‘o his deeds. The Saviour, speaking of the worst men of his 
time, says, ‘‘ Ye shall receive the greater damnation’ (Matt. 
xxill. 14). Observe, he does not say the longer, but the 
greater damnation ; and, if sinners of less or equal guilt entered 
the eternal state before them some hundreds or thousands of 
years, Infinite Justice can suit punishment to every degree of 
crime, and needs not the theory of materialism for its vindica- 
tion. Is it not highly becoming Messrs. Grant and Storrs to set 
up a vindication of the character of God on this subject, when 
their own theory charges him with the great injustice of punish- 
ing sinners of every degree of crime exactly alike!! (Sec. 
LIV.) 

None but those who are determined to sustain a theory, and 
by the force of truth are driven to a kind of desperation, would 
raise such an objection as we have here considered. 


CIV.—Since writing section XCVIIL, we have met with 
some forcible words on the sleep of the soul by Bishop Warbur- 
ton. We give the extract, as quoted by Landis. It is as keen 
an argument against modern materialists, who inconsistently 
talk of the sleep of the soul, as it was against those of his time. 

After referring to these views, he concludes thus: ‘‘ But their 
sleep of the soul is mere cant; and this brings me to the last 
consideration, — the sense and consistency of so ridiculous a no- 
tion. They go, as we observed, upon the Sadducean principle 
that the soul is a quality of the body, not a substance of itself, 
and so dies with its substratum. Now, sleep is a modification of 
existence, not of non-existence; so that a sleep of a substance 
hath a meaning: the sleep of a quality is nonsense. And, if 
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ever this. soul of theirs re-exerts its faculties, it must be by 
means of REPRODUCTION, not by mere AWAKENING ; and they 
may as well talk of the sleep of a mushroom turned again into 
the substance of the dunghill from whence it arose, and from 
which not the same, but another mushroom, shall in time arise. 
In a word, neither believers nor unbelievers will allow to these 
middle men that a new existing soul, which is only a quality 
resulting from a glorified body, can be identically the same with 
an annihilated soul, which had resulted from an earthly body. 
But perhaps, as Hudibras had discovered the receptacle of the 
ghosts of defunct bodies, so these gentlemen may have found 
out the yet subtler corner where the ghosts of defunct qualities 

repose.’ — Works, vol. iii. p. 27. | 

If the soul sleeps at all, it sleeps either in the body or out 
of it. If out of it, then it is separable from it, and materialism 
is false. If in it, then the body must remain organized, or it is 
not a body. But the body becomes decomposed ; and, therefore, 
the soul does not sleep there. We hope that class of material- 
ists who talk about the sleep of the soul will take this subject 
into due consideration, and find out where their souls are to find 
their beds to sleep in, during the dark, dreary night of nothing- 
ness between death and the resurrection! If the soul is but 
an attribute of organized dust, as materialists vehemently assert, 
then, when the body dies, the soul ceases to be. What folly, 
then, and deception too, it is to talk of the soul as sleeping 
anywhere! A nonentity sleeping in Jesus, or sleeping in the 
grave ! ! 

‘‘Tt is the man that sleeps.’’ Indeed, is it? But there is 
no man whatever to sleep, either soul or body ; for do not these 
same materialists tell us, with accustomed positiveness, that 
death puts man just where he was before he was created? Is 
not man defined by them to be ‘‘hiving, organized dust’? 
Where is Wickliffe, whose bones were dug up by his popish ad- 
versaries, and burnt, and the ashes scattered? Does his organ- 
ized dust, either dead or alive, remain? What a war with the 
Scriptures and common sense is this materialism ! 
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CV.— Mr. Storrs, says, ‘‘If men die in the flesh, as all 
men do, and have not the Spirit, or are not ‘ partakers of the 
divine nature’ (2 Pet. i. 4), then they have ‘no life in’ 
them, no revival principle, or power, and they perish.’’ — Life 
Jrom the Dead, p. 22. 

What are we taught here? If this eins has any mean- 
ing, it is this: that the divine nature imparted to Christians 
while living implants in them a ‘‘ principle or power ’” which 
shall continue to exist, and bring them up in the resurrection ; 
otherwise they perish. The Christian must die, or he cannot be 
raised from the dead. What does death do? It strikes man 
into non-being, as all the class of writers to which Mr. S_be- 
longs assert. (Sec. I.) Of man, Mr. S. says, ‘‘ His disorgani- 
zation, with deprivation of life, leaves him where he was before 
living.”’ — Watch Tower, p. 9. What was he before living ? 
Why, nothing but dust. Here, then, lies this senseless, irre- 
sponsible dust, as unconscious as the snow-drifts about our dwell- 
ing while we write, yet possessing a ‘‘ principle or power ” of 
‘‘ revival,’’ suffic'ent to bring itself to life! Miracle of miracles, 
performed not by the great Jehovah, but by dead dust !! Such 
is the theology of materialism, and such the work of reformers, 
who are exploding old absurdities, and clearing them out of the 


churches! (Sec. XLV.) 


CVI. — ‘If death means separation of soul and body, as 
some say, I ask, What is the death of a soul? Has that got 
two parts, so as to be separated?’ — Death not Life, p. 11. 
No, Mr. Blain; the soul has not two parts to be separated, but 
in its holy state is united to God: hence Paul says, ‘‘ He that 
is joined unto the Lord is one spirit’? (1 Cor. vi. 17). But, by 
sin, men are “ alienated from the life of God ’’ (Eph. iv. 18), 
and the prophet says, ‘‘ Your iniquities have separated between 
you and your God” (Isa. lix. 2) ; and thus men, while physical 
ly alive, become “‘ dead in trespasses and sins”? (Kph. ii. 1) ; so 
that. it is asserted of a bad woman, that she “is dead while she 
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liveth”? (1 Tim. vi. 7). When such become believers, they are 
raised from this death; for ‘‘ You hath he quickened ””? (Hph. 
ii. 1) ; and thus they pass ‘‘ from death unto life’ (1 Johniii. 14), 
not from non-existence unto existence, for they had a living -ex- 
istence all the while ; but from death, i.e., degradation and wretch- 
edness, to life, i.c., to exaltation and happiness ; and thus union 
with God is regained, so that, instead of being dead to God and 
~ alive to sin, they are now alive to God and dead to sin, (Rom. 
vi. 11). (Sec. LV.) 

In the face of these Scriptures blazing upon us, it may be 
very well for a destructionist to propose such a question, as an 
attempt to bewilder the ignorant ; but enlightened Christians will 
find no great difficulty with it. 


CVII. —In his section on the second death, Mr. C. F. 
Hudson says, ‘‘ As life is not given to the sinner for the sake 
of his death, so neither is his resurrection for the sake of his 
dying. The sufferings of every death are the agonies of de- 
parting life; . . . the gospel is never a gospel until men 
are persuaded to think what they lose by rejecting it. The 
message of life is that which makes death most fearful. And to 
lose an infinite blessing, even by a painless death, —a gentle 
and easy exit from the universe, — might be only so much the 
more horrible. . . . To know and feel that one is bidding an 
eternal farewell to God and his creation is better than not to 
know it.’? — Debt and Grace, pp. 420, 421. We will not stop 
to controvert this metaphysical hell doctrine ; but simply say 
we have no faith in the position here taken, whether men 
are ‘‘ brutish, mindless,’’ half dead, or fully awake to their condi- 
tion. It isnot in harmony with the plain and numerous declara- 
tions of Christ and his apostles concerning the punishment of the 
ungodly, — declarations which the author takes good care not to 
introduce into his book in connection with the philosophy in which 
he indulges upon this subject. 

It should be noted that Mr. Hudson disclaims materialism, 
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teaching the suffering of the soul in the second death: hence he 
says, ‘‘ As the soul far out-measures and out-numbers the poor 
faculties of the body, with its highest intellectual, zesthetic, and 
moral susceptibilities, its death may be manifold anguish, — 
a thousand deaths in one. This anguish is not relieved if we 
take the Scriptural expressions as metaphors denoting a literal 
agony of the dying soul. To affright the careless, we need no 
gloomier pictures than of God’s fierce anger as burning, devour- 
ing, consuming, tearing in pieces, grinding to powder, and the 
like. And, if we take into the account the accompaniments of 
the second death in the judgment-scene, the alarmist shall not 
lack matter for eloquence, though he paint that scene as the pre- 
lude of the soul’s execution and funeral.’? — Debt and Grace, 
p. 421. That is, according to this writer, those themes in 
Scripture which he thinks denote extinction of being possess a 
sufficiency of terror to alarm the sinner. But what of the 
‘‘judgment-scene ’’ of which he speaks? Does it take place 
prior or subsequent to the resurrection? What are we to say to 
the sinner which will be so terrific? Are we to tell him that he 
will be raised from the dead, and brought to judgment, or that 
the judgment takes place before, and that he will be adjudged to 
no resurrection, as Mr. Storrs teaches? Are the judgment and 
the second death synonymous? Are the resurrection and the 
judgment one and the same? Mr. Hudson admits the living 
existence of the soul in a dormant state till the resurrection, and, 
of course, all that is dead is the body. The Scriptures’ teach 
‘‘the resurrection of the dead.’ Does Mr. Hudson teach the 
resurrection of the body, or is his the resurrection of the sou! 
from its torpid, yet living condition? Is the latter a resurrection 
from the dead? Some of these questions are not, so far as we 
can see, answered in his book. That the wicked, whether of soul 
or body we are not told, will not get fairly up in the resurrection, 
is taught by him on page 263, where he informs us, that, like 
damaged seeds, they may ‘“ perish in the act”’ of rising. (See. 
VII.) This being so, when and where is the terrific ‘‘judg- 
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ment-scene,”” the anger of God, ‘‘ burning, devouring, consum- 
ing, tearing in pieces,’’ &c., of which he speaks as being visited 
upon the wicked? Does all this come upon them before the 
resurrection, while in their dormant state? or does it befall them 
after their abortive resurrection ? 


CVIII. — A great display is often witnessed in the writings 
of materialists on certain Greek and Hebrew words, as Vesme, Nep- 
hish, Ruah, Pnewma, and Pseuche. This is sometimes done to 
give the appearance of incomprehensible attainments in these 
languages ; sometimes to throw discredit on the common transla- 
tion, or to bewilder the common reader of the Bible. Now, it 
is well understood, even by those biblical students that are not 
well versed in the Greek and Hebrew, that the words rendered 
in our language soul and spirit have essentially the same varie- 
ties of meaning that are found in the Greek and Hebrew words ; 
and no great difficulty is found in our Bible concerning whether to 
understand them as denoting breath, person, animal life, or an 
entity called sometimes soul and sometimes spirit. ‘The connec- 
tion in which they are found usually determines the sense, and 
vindicates our excellent version of the Bible from the aspersions 
of those who have some new or strange and false theory to twzst 
out of it. Take some of those passages which preclude the idea — 
of animal life or person, teaching, as we conceive, either pure 
or separable spirit, and substitute the word breath for soul tnd 
spirit, and every one will see the violence done, without the use. 
of Hebrew and Greek glasses. Take a few passages where the 
word ‘‘ spirit’? occurs : — 


1 Cor. v. 5: “To deliver such an one unto Satan . . . that 
the breath may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus.”’ 
1 Cor. vi. 20: ‘‘ For ye are bought with a price; therefore 


glorify God in your body and breath, which are his.”’ 

Acts xxiil. 8, 9: ‘lor the Sadducees say there is no resur- 
rection, neither angel nor breath ; but the Pharisees confess both, 
. .. but if a breath or an angel hath spoken to him,”’ &e. 
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Rom. viii. 16: ‘‘ The breath itself beareth witness with our 
breath that we are the children of God.’’ 

1 Cor. ii. 11: ‘‘ For what man knoweth the things of a man, 
save the breath of a man that is in him? ”’ 

Gal. vi. 15: ‘* Brethren, the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ 
be with your breath, Amen.” 

Keel. xii. 7: ‘‘ Then shall the dust return to the earth as it 
was; and the breath shall return unto God who gave it.” See 
Sec. V., where the glaring perversion of this text is shown. 

Acts vii. 59: ‘‘ Lord Jesus, receive my breath.’ See Sec. 
VIII., where the perversion of this is exposed. 

John iv. 24: “‘ God is a breath ; and they that worship,”’ &c. 

Let us now treat a few texts in the-same manner, where the 
word soul occurs. 

Luke xii. 19: “I will say to my breath, Breath, thou hast 
much goods laid up for many years.”’ | 

Heb. vi. 19: ‘* Which hope we have as an anchor to the 
breath.’’ 

Matt. xxvi. 38: ‘‘ My breath is exceedingly sorrowful, even 
unto death.’’ 

1 Thess. vy. 23: ‘And I pray God your whole breath, and 
breath, and body, be preserved blameless.”’ 

Psa. evi. 15: “* And he gave them their request, but sent 
leanness into their breaths.” 

Rev. vi. 9: **I saw under the altar the breaths of them that 
_ were slain for the word of God.”’ 

Matt. x. 28: ‘* And fear not them which kill the body, but 
are not able to kill the breath: bu‘ rather fear him which is able 
to destroy both breath and body in hell. See Sec. XXV., where 
the attempt to render the word fe instead of soul is exposed. 

We are told that the soul is an attribute. Just substitute the 
word attribute for soul in these passages, and the perversion will 
appear at once equally absurd with breath. These, and many 
other Seriptures which might be adduced, go to show that the word 


breath does not convey the sense Inspiration intended. This 
20 
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application shows the fidelity of our translators in rendering 
these words, and also the sense in which they are employed, —a 
sense before which materialism cannot stand. (Sec. XX XIIT.) 

If the materialism‘rebuked in this work prevails, thén not 
only the habit of thought adopted by millions of Christians 
concerning the two-fold nature of man must be given up, but 
numerous. choice hymns sung in the churches and in social 
meetings, to the edification and comfort of thousands of the best 
Christians the world has ever seen, and which have given support 
to many in the dying hour, must be torn from our hymn-books, 
and give place to the frigid songs of materialism. 

That clear distinction made in God’s word between soul and 
body, flesh and spirit, body and spirit, found in different forms 
of expression, must be ignored, and man be looked upon as a 
dust machine! (See. LX XXIII.) 

The Christian world is not quite prepared for this, and never 
will be, so long as this clear distinction is found in the Bible. 


CIX. — “ The gospel is good news, glad tidings of great joy. 
But if the wicked are to be raised to be sent to an endless hell, 
or to be killed over again, is that good news? Can that be 
preaching the gospel ? ”’ 

This is an old Universalist sophism, adopted by those annihi- 
lationists who deny the resurrection of the wicked. This kind 
of argument goes virtually upon the assumption that the gospel 
procures the judgment and constructs the hell for the sinner. 
The gospel does not originate the woe of the wicked. It is a 
proclamation of the way of deliverance from a danger already 
in existence. That danger, that exposure, is not the work of 
the gospel, but the work of the sinner himself. The place of 
torment to which the sinner is exposed was not built by the gos- 
~ pel; it was not prepared by its builder for men, but ‘for the 
Devil and his angels.”’ But if men will become angels (mes- 
sengers) of the Devil, engaging in his work of fighting against 
God and cursing the world, then Justice cries out, ‘‘ Give them 
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the Devil’s portion! ’’ Accordingly, in the judgment, the Judge 
will say to them, ‘‘ Depart from me, ye cursed, into everlasting 
fire prepared for the Devil and his angels’’ (Matt. xxv. 41). 
Thus imperilled, the gospel comes and proclaims to sinners the 
way of escape. A house is on fire ; the family are in it; every 
door and window is enveloped in flame. In consternation, they 
run in one direction and.then in another, but find no place of 
egress, and are about to give up in despair. At this crisis, a 
man from without, with a fire-extinguisher, so far conquers the 
flames as that a door is free. He cries out, ‘‘ Here is a way of 
escape! Come now; make no delay, and you will be safe !”’ 
By this means of deliverance the family escape. Was not that 
call a message of joy, of glad tidings? The message is joyful 
and good in proportion to the greatness of the danger. A man 
who is saved by another from the bite of an insignificant insect 
may appreciate the kind intention, though such an act would not 
produce great gratitude. But if a man should be saved from 
the flames by the life-exposed efforts of another, or if one should 
rush in between him and the panther that was ready to pounce 
upon him, and, at great hazard of life, should save him from the 
power of the ferocious animal, it would deeply impress him, and 
he would feel that he owed the man a.debt of life-long gratitude. 
Evangelical Christians are moved by the thought that they have 
been rescued from a great, an awful calamity ; that theirs is a 
‘* oreat salvation: ’’ and this produces a corresponding gratitude 
and zeal in the cause of God, —a zeal never enkindled by the 
self-styled liberalism of our day. ‘‘She loved much ; but to whom 
little is forgiven, the same loveth little’? (Luke vii. 47). It is 
this heaven-born zeal which is at this moment belting the earth 
with missionaries of the cross, and in our cities and larger towns 
carrying temporal relief and salvation into thousands of suffering 
families ; while the zeal of the liberals expends itself largely in 
opposition to the evangelism which is accomplishing this God-like 
work. We have already shown (Sec. LXXXV.) that the gos- 
pel cannot be proclaimed, without, at the same time, making 
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known the exposed condition of the sinner, and what it proposes 
to deliver him from. Now, if we were obliged to tell the sinner 
that he is exposed to damnation, without pointing out to him any 
way of escape, we admit that there would be nothing joyful in 
the message. But it is not so. We can tell him of a way of 
glorious deliverance through Jesus Christ. But those who use 
this thought of ‘glad tidings’’ so deceptively — what do they 
preach? To keep even a semblance of preaching the gospel, 
they must tell of sin and its consequences, even though they are 
confined to this world. Some who thus preach are zealous tem- 
perance men. We will suppose one preaching upon the sub- 
ject of temperance. What must he do? While he treats of 
total abstinence, and its advantages and blessings, must he not, 
on the other hand, portray the evils of indulgence in the use of 
liquors, and the wickedness of the rum-traffic. Certainly he 
must, if he does justice to his theme. But might not those who 
love and traffic in liquor start up and say, ‘‘ This is not the gos- 
pel. The gospel is good news and glad tidings of great joy ; 
but there is nothing in this message to make us glad, or to pro- 
duce joy. The whole subject is repulsive to us.’’ These 
thoughts might be applied to preaching against every other sin. 
Away, then, with this sophistry, this play upon words, this bogus 
common-stock capital, which has served Universalist preachers 
and writers so long. To preach the gospel is to declare what is 
true, and not what is amusing or agreeable to depraved and 
guilty men. Itis to explain and enforce from God’s word both 
the danger and the way of the deliverance of the sinner. It is 
‘to proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord, and the day of 
vengeance of our God.”’ 

In casting our eye over the literature of annihilationists, we 
often discover, not only an apparent sympathy with Universal- 
ism, but also an appropriation of some of its old, thread-bare, 
and oft-exploded arguments, showing the affinity existing be- 
tween certain forms of gross error, though in some respects very 
dissimilar, 
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As we are about to conclude the writing of this book, we will 
furnish a very truthful paragraph from Mr. Hastings, aimed at 
those who use the mode of argument adopted by Mr. Storrs. 
Hear him : — 

‘‘The same perverse logic which proves no resurrection of 
the wicked proves no resurrection of any one, no pre-existence 
of Christ before his birth, no Holy Spirit but the word, no bap- 
tism but the Spirit, no Lord’s Supper, no Devil, no future pun- 
ishment, no second coming of Christ, no inspired revelation ; 
and, finally, it is used by the atheist to prove that .there is no 
God! Christian men will do well to pause before they set sail 
in such a bark, on such a voyage, with such a pilot. Truly has 
it been said, ‘The method of interpreting Scripture on which 
this theory depends unsettles all faith in the Bible, and saps the 
foundation of Christianity.’ ’? — Retribution, p. 151. 

True, Mr. Hastings, every word of it; but this logic is no 
more perverse than that of the other wing of materialism, which 
accords with Mr. Storrs in denying that man has a distinct 
entity called the soul, and also that the Scriptures teach the 
endless life and sufferings of those who, notwithstanding all the 
provisions of the gospel, die in their sins. As we have shown 
often in this work, consistency requires that they should come 
upon the same ground with Mr. Storrs and his followers: and, 
having done so, consistency furthermore demands, with their 
rule of interpreting Scripture, that they should all take one more 
step ; and that is, to deny the future life of any of the race of 
man, to plant themselves upon the ground that DEATH IS AN 
ETERNAL SLEEP. . 

And to all who attempt to maintain materialism by Scrip- 
ture, we may apply, with adding a plural, Mr. Hastings’s words 
when he says, ‘‘ Christian men will do well to pause before they 
set sail in such a bark, on such a voyage, with such pelots.”’ 


CX. —If ‘‘ punishment’ (Matt. xxv. 31) means being dead 
without suffering, as materialists contend (See. I.), then, by the 
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law of antithesis,’ ‘life eternal’? must mean mere life without 
enjoyment ; or, if the wicked are threatened with no suffering, 
then the righteous are promised no happiness. (Sec. LX X XI.) 

Take another text much used by our opponents. ‘‘ For the 
wages of sin is death; but the gift of God is eternal life” 
(Rom. vi. 23). If ‘‘death’’ here means merely non-being 
without suffering, then ‘‘ eternal life’? means a mere living ex- 
istence without happiness. As, therefore, ‘ death’? does not 
insure misery to the wicked, and as ‘‘ eternal life’’ does not in- 
sure happiness to the righteous, we arrive at the very common re- 
sult in teaching materialism ; namely, that there is neither misery 
nor happiness for any of the posterity of Adam in the future. Ob- 
serve, these texts are both antithetical, strictly so; one thing 
being set over against its opposite, in both instances. 
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